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ABSTRACT 
KEESHA L. BENSON: When and Where I Enter: Examining the Influence of Personal, 
Relational, and Contextual Factors on Nonresidential African American Father Involvement  
(Under the direction of Iris Carlton-LaNey, Ph.D.) 
 
Changing family structure has led to over 5 million African American children being 
raised in homes without their biological fathers. More research is needed regarding the 
parenting needs and perceptions of nonresidential African American fathers. The three papers 
in this study will use within-group research focused primarily on African American fathers 
and their families. This study uses data from the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study 
to examine perceptions of fathering; the impact of father factors (e.g., intergenerational 
fathering and parenting stressors) on the father-child relationship; and the direct and 
moderating effects of multiple partner fertility and coparenting on father involvement. The 
findings suggest that the men in this study perceived fathering as an important part of their 
identity. Becoming a father was one of the most fulfilling experiences of being a man and 
they wanted others to know that they were having a child. They wanted to actively participate 
in the life of their child and show their child love and affection, provide protection, and to 
serve as an authoritative figure in their lives. Nonresidential African American fathers were 
found to face unique barriers to fathering including prior incarceration, low levels of 
educational attainment, periods of unemployment, and high rates of multiple partner fertility. 
Fathers and mothers’ perceptions of coparenting were found to have a significant impact on 
nonresidential African American father involvement. Taken together, results indicate that 
iv 
many of these men grew up in a single parent home and replicated a similar household 
structure with their own children, yet still saw the importance of their role as fathers. 
Research on nonresidential African American fathers must take into account the barriers that 
institutionalized discrimination may present, the impact of the extended family system on the 
father-child bond and the need for diverse fathering measures that account for nonresident 
status.  
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You three are my world 
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 INTRODUCTION 
WHEN AND WHERE I ENTER:  
EXAMINING THE INFLUENCE OF PERSONAL, RELATIONAL, AND CONTEXTUAL 
FACTORS ON NONRESIDENTIAL AFRICAN AMERICAN FATHER INVOLVEMENT 
Positive child outcomes have been linked to supportive paternal involvement. 
However, due to changing family structure and the increase in single-parent homes, more 
research is needed regarding the parenting needs and impact of nonresidential fathers. As the 
fatherhood literature evolved researchers identified the need for a strengths-based approach 
to fathering by understanding fathers and their unique contributions to child development 
(Hawkins & Dollahite, 1997a, 1997b; Hawkins & Palkovitz, 1999). In addition, the father-
child relationship should be examined within the context of culture and history for African 
American men and their families (Allen & Connor, 1997; Roy, 2006); this calls for an 
understanding of the systemic influences on fatherhood over time.  
This paper will identify father absence in the African American community with the 
understanding that nonresidential fathers choose to be involved or absent from their 
children’s lives (Perry, 2009; Smith, Krohn, Chu, & Best, 2005). Methodological limitations 
(e.g., underreporting of African American men, mother-only reports of fathering, and 
between group studies) have largely limited what we know regarding nonresidential African 
American father involvement. The papers in this study will use within-group research 
focused primarily on African American men and their families.  
Key Concepts Defined 
For the purpose of this paper the term nonresidential father refers to biological 
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fathers who do not reside in the home with their children. Circumstances that contribute to 
nonresidential status include divorce; separation; nonmarital birth where fathers may have 
limited access to the child; or incarceration and abandonment (Nock & Einolf, 2008; 
Sonenstein, Malm, & Billing, 2002). 
Similar to nonresidential father status the term father absence refers to a household 
where a biological father does not reside with their child (step fathers, adoptive fathers, and 
father figures are beyond the scope of this paper). Although the term father absence denotes 
the lack of a father’s physical presence in his child’s home, it is important to understand that 
this condition varies along a continuum. In a report completed by the National Fatherhood 
Initiative (NFI), researchers convey that fathers may be either fully or partially absent from 
family life (Nock & Einolf, 2008). Fathers may be fully absent due to death, incarceration, or 
abandonment of their families. Whereas partial absence status includes fathers who live in a 
different household due to divorce or separation or fathers who were never married to their 
children’s mother, but who maintain some contact with their children. For the purpose of this 
paper a father’s physical absence from the home does not infer that he has no interaction with 
his child. Similarly, Amato and Sobolewski (2004) found, that in general a significant 
number of nonresident fathers still maintain ties with their children. The ambiguity in the 
terms nonresidential and absent identifies the need for a greater understanding of fathering 
outside of the traditional (two parent) family structure.  
 Another key concept in the literature is nonmarital birth, defined as a birth to an 
unmarried woman. The mother’s marital status is generally self-reported and obtained from 
the child’s birth certificate. A self-response question is used to determine if the mother is or 
was married anytime during the pregnancy (Martin et al., 2009; Ventura & Bachrach, 2000). 
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Although nonmarital births and nonresidential status traditionally have had negative 
implications for father involvement, not all fathers experiencing these situations remain 
absent from their child’s life (Smith et al., 2005). It is important to note that marriage is a 
term with different conceptual meanings across groups. The instance where a couple has not 
obtained a marriage license or had a ceremony, but has lived together (for a specified period 
of time) is known as common law marriage. Common law marriage is currently recognized 
in 15 states and the District of Columbia.  
 The term family may be defined to include two parents (biological, adoptive, or step); 
a single parent; extended family; fictive kin; or community members. This extended view of 
family has been considered a strength in the African American community (Billingsley, 
1992; Perry, 2009; Roy & Burton, 2007; Taylor, 2002). African American families across 
generations have embraced extended networks to support and strengthen the nuclear family 
system. Similarly Richey, Hodges, Agbayani-Siewert, and Petitt (1996) identified the need 
for practitioners to create strength-based and culturally relevant social support systems when 
working with communities of color. 
In acknowledging the complexity of the term father involvement, this paper defines 
father involvement as a multidimensional construct that encompasses diverse forms of 
involvement such as a father providing affective, cognitive, spiritual, ethical, financial, 
emotional, physical, and psychological support to his child (Hawkins & Palkovitz, 1999). 
4 
Overview of Three Paper Dissertation  
The first paper is a descriptive manuscript examining the perceptions of fathering 
within an African American sample. Studies have found African American men’s 
perspectives of the roles and responsibilities of fatherhood vary from the perspectives of 
other cultural groups. The paper examines the perceptions of African American men in their 
roles as fathers and how men’s relationships with their own fathers and social fathers affect 
their level of father involvement. Within-group studies of African American father 
involvement (Hamer, 1997; Shears, 2007; Toth & Xu, 1999) provide the opportunity to 
examine variation among African American fathers. This paper allows for a better 
understanding of the perceptions of fathering for an underserved population using a national 
representative sample of unmarried, nonresidential fathers.  
 The second paper uses general structural equation modeling (SEM) to examine the 
impact of father factors (i.e., intergenerational fathering, fathering perceptions and parenting 
stressors) on nonresidential African American father involvement. The analysis focuses on a 
subset (n = 594) of the full Fragile Families sample (N = 4,700). This subsample includes 
families that experienced a birth between 1998 and 2000.  
 Similarly, Paper 3 builds upon the prior two papers by utilizing SEM to examine the 
direct and moderating effect of multiple partner fertility and coparental relationship between 
the aforementioned predictors and father involvement. This within-group study allows the 
researcher to examine whether previous findings regarding these factors hold true for this 
population. 
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 PAPER I 
A DESCRIPTIVE STUDY OF INTERGENERATIONAL FATHERING AND 
NONRESIDENTIAL AFRICAN AMERICAN FATHERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF 
PATERNAL INVOLVEMENT  
 Historically, father involvement studies have been built on a comparative model in 
which the norm was considered White, middle-class married fathers, and in which 
researchers tried to determine how African American fathers “measured up” (Billingsley, 
1992; Doherty, Kouneski, & Erickson, 1998; Gadsden & Hall, 1999; McLoyd, 1998). 
Research on nonresidential African American fathers often follows the deficit research model 
by focusing on their potential for abandonment and assuming that any variation from the 
cultural norm of fathering is that of deficiency (Hamer, 1997; Perry, 2009).  
 More can be learned regarding the domains of fathering for these men and what they 
perceive to be normal involvement. Popular media and academic literature have seldom 
viewed African American men’s roles and interactions in the context of the family system 
(Coles, 2002; Hamer, 1997). Historically, studies have focused solely on financial support 
that fathers provide or do not provide, rather than the quantity or quality of paternal 
involvement (Cabrera, Tamis-LeMonda, Bradley, Hofferth, & Lamb, 2000; Hawkins & 
Dollahite, 1997). Yet, African American men’s perspectives on the roles and responsibilities 
of fatherhood have been found to vary from that of other cultural groups. Therefore, there is a 
need for within-group studies of African American men’s fathering perceptions in order to 
have a better understanding of how these men perceive their roles as fathers and the 
subsequent impact on father involvement (Hamer, 1997; Shears, 2007; Toth & Xu, 1999).  
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The purpose of this study is to explore perceptions of fathering and family of origin 
characteristics for nonresidential African American fathers. This study seeks to identify 
unique factors and barriers that these men face as fathers in an effort to help inform next 
steps in research as well as to suggest the need for improved interventions with this 
population. As the fathering literature has evolved, researchers have begun to explore the 
relationship between residential status and father involvement; however, nonresidential 
fathers’ level of involvement is often evaluated using measures created for residential fathers. 
This comparative model fails to consider the different domains of fathering that may apply to 
the nonresidential father, the unique barriers they face due to nonresidential status, the 
historical discrimination of African American males, and variations in fathering across ethnic 
and racial groups. In hopes of addressing some of these limitations, the current study uses 
data on nonresidential African American fathers from the Fragile Families and Child 
Wellbeing study. Fragile Families is comprised of a national representative sample, in which 
researchers oversampled for nonmarital births. In addition, the study contains baseline 
interviews with 75% of unwed fathers; therefore, it includes rich data on underrepresented 
populations that have previously been difficult to obtain.  
Research has shown that a father’s nonresidential status is transient by nature. 
Therefore, nonresidential status must be examined through a life course lens in order to 
understand the experiences and perceptions that have lead to a father not living in the home 
with his child. There are many factors that influence men’s perceptions of fathering and 
subsequent involvement such as marital status, family of origin, employment and educational 
opportunities, past incarceration history, and the gender of the child. In contrast to the current 
rates of nonmarital births in the African American community, there are indications that 
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many African American fathers and mothers still strongly believe in marriage. For example, 
in the last decade, the percentage of African American children living in two-parent, married 
couple, households has slightly increased (Blankenhorn & Clayton, 2003; Marks, Hopkins-
Williams, Chaney, Nesteruk, & Sasser, 2010). Such strengths-based research is needed to 
speak to the resiliency of the African American family and the desire of men and women to 
model positive aspects of fathering and marriage for their children.  
Defining Key Concepts 
For the purpose of this paper the term nonresidential father refers to biological 
fathers who do not reside in the home with their children. Circumstances that contribute to 
nonresidential status include divorce; separation; nonmarital birth where fathers may have 
limited access to the child; or issues of incarceration and abandonment (Nock & Einolf, 
2008; Sonenstein, Malm, & Billing, 2002). Focal fathers in this study are referred to as new 
fathers, meaning fathers who experienced the birth of a focal child between 1998 and 2000. 
However, many of the men identified as new fathers also have additional children outside of 
the focal child.  
Similar to nonresidential father status the term father absence refers to families where 
a biological father does not live in the same household with his child (stepfathers, adoptive 
fathers, and father figures are beyond the scope of this paper). Although the term father 
absence denotes the lack of a father’s physical presence in his child’s home, it is important to 
understand that this condition varies along a continuum. In a 2008 report completed by the 
National Fatherhood Initiative (NFI), researchers found that fathers may be either fully or 
partially absent from family life (Nock & Einolf, 2008). Fathers may be fully absent due to 
death, incarceration, or abandonment of their families. On the other hand, fathers may be 
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partially absent if they live in a different household due to divorce, separation, or never 
having been married to their children’s mother but maintain some contact with their children. 
For the purpose of this paper, a father’s physical absence from the home does not infer that 
he has no interaction with his child. Similarly, Amato and Sobolewski (2004) found that a 
significant number of nonresident fathers still maintain ties with their children. Ambiguity in 
the terms “nonresidential” and “absent” suggests the need for a greater understanding of 
fathering outside of the traditional (two-parent) family structure.  
Background and Significance 
 Because there is limited within-group research that explores African American men’s 
perception of fatherhood, what is known about these men in context of family must be 
gleaned from the substantial body of research that is framed around father absence. 
Historically, these data have shown that every year, millions of biological fathers (regardless 
of race) are absent from their children’s households (National Fatherhood Initiative, 2007). 
Father absence has increased rapidly in the past four decades in the United States. Between 
1960 and 2009, the number of children living in single parent households (regardless of 
socioeconomic status and race) increased from 9% to 26%, which translates to 20 million 
children who are currently living without their biological father present in their homes (U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2009a).  
 As mentioned previously there is a greater need for within-group studies that examine 
the nature of various household structures and the subsequent impact on children. Further, 
research has shown that communities as a whole are affected by the absence of fathers from 
the home. For example, living away from one’s father has been linked to a broad range of 
societal ills including negative outcomes for child and adult well-being; such as poverty, 
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violent crime, drug and alcohol abuse, truancy, teenage pregnancy, and suicide (Baskerville, 
2002; Nock & Einolf, 2008; U.S. Census Bureau, 2009b).  
African American Fathers 
 The detrimental implications of father absence have certainly touched the African 
American community. The percentage of African American fathers living apart from their 
biological children increased from 44% in 1980 to 50% in 2009, indicating that the number 
of absent biological fathers in African American homes is currently 5.7 million (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2009a). Historically, in African American households where fathers were not 
physically present, children were being cared for as a result of diverse family structures in 
which additional parents, relatives, or father figures (e.g., stepparents, adoptive parents, 
grandparents, other relatives, or cohabitating partners) reside in the home (Hill, 1972).  
Certainly, the issue of father absence crosses racial and socioeconomic boundaries. 
The U.S. Census Bureau (2009a) reported that the percentage of children living with two 
biological parents, regardless of marital status, varied substantially by race and ethnicity. 
According to U.S. Census estimates, among all U.S. children living with two biological 
parents, 80% (2.4 million) are Asian American, 68% (32.3 million) are Caucasian American 
non-Hispanic children, and 63% (10.5 million) are Hispanic children. However, these data 
show a disproportionate representation among African American children, with only 31% 
(3.5 million) living with two biological parents.  
Diverse household structures also have important implications for father absence. In 
2009, more than 5 million African American children were raised in homes without their 
biological fathers, and 33% of these children lived in mother-only households even though 
African American children represent just 15% of the children in the general U.S. population 
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(U.S. Census Bureau, 2009a). It is important to note that nonresidential father status and the 
increase in mother-only households might be attributed to the fact that 80% of African 
American children are born to unmarried women each year, and 32% of children born to 
unmarried mothers are currently raised in a home without their biological father (National 
Fatherhood Initiative, 2007; U.S. Census Bureau, 2009a). 
Additional factors that contribute to increase in father absence in African American 
families include: the disproportionate rates of incarceration among African American men, 
an increase in divorce rates and issues of multiple partner fertility, which is defined as having 
children with more than one partner (Doherty et al., 1998; Lewis, Garfinkel, & Qin, 2007; 
McLanahan, 2006).  
Intergenerational Fathering and Perceptions of Paternal Involvement 
 There are many factors that influence men’s perceptions of fathering and subsequent 
involvement. In order to have a better understanding of African American men’s perception 
of fatherhood it is important to understand their personal upbringing and family of origin. 
Research has found that the family of origin is a predictive factor of how men father their 
own children (Gadsden & Hall, 1999; Lamb, 1997; Roy, 2006; Terrell, 2005). For example, 
Lamb (1997) found that men whose fathers abandoned them, who spent little time with their 
fathers, or who had poor role models as fathers were likely to have limited involvement with 
their own children.  
 Similar to the relationship between family of origin and intergenerational fathering, 
whether or not a father resides with his children also impacts fathers’ perceptions of 
fathering. Researchers have found that nonresidential fathers make the choice to be involved 
or absent from their children’s lives (Perry, 2009; Smith, Krohn, Chu, & Best, 2005). Studies 
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have used the life course theory to examine paternal identity (Forste, Bartkowski, & Jackson, 
2009; Roy, 2006) and to personalize parenting trajectories (Macmillan & Copher, 2005). 
This theory has shown that parental involvement plays an integral role in child development 
and how the parent interacts with their adult children later in life. Parenting strategy and 
perceptions are largely based upon personal upbringing. A parent [father] may choose to 
model his or her parents’ behavior or reject a particular parenting technique (Gadsden & 
Hall, 1999).  
 Forste and colleagues (2009) interviewed low-income fathers and found that 
respondents’ relationships with their fathers (regardless of race) had strong implications for 
their own fathering role. Respondents who had a close relationship with their fathers 
described them as role models. Some of these men resented their father’s extensive work 
hours but acknowledged the overall benefit of their father’s work ethic. The researchers 
found that men who were close to their fathers viewed paternal responsibility as being the 
breadwinner, a moral teacher, a committed father and a nurturer. Men who were not close to 
their fathers discussed commitment to their children as important. These men defined 
commitment as “doing” for their children by working, attending activities, and not verbally 
or physically abusing their children. Many of these men were involved with some, but not all 
of their children. Because these men did not grow up with their own fathers, many expressed 
a desire to not model their father’s behavior with their own children (Forste et al., 2009).  
 Although the current fatherhood literature reflects the outcomes of nonresidential 
fathering, there is limited research on the life course trajectories that lead these men to 
nonresidential status and their subsequent perceptions of fathering. In order to have a greater 
understanding of father involvement for men in diverse family structures, fatherhood 
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research must examine barriers to fathering in the context of history and race. The current 
study will examine perceptions of fathering among nonresidential African American fathers 
to better understand how these men view their roles as fathers. In addition, the study will 
examine the father’s family of origin and his own experience with a biological or social 
father during his adolescence. Indeed, fathering perceptions are an important area of study as 
it relates to intergenerational learning and the impact that a parent’s behavior has on the life 
course of a child. Certainly, a greater understanding of these men’s perceptions is needed to 
create better interventions, inform policy, and to further research that aims to improve father 
involvement for this underserved population.  
Demographic Characteristics 
 The father-child relationship is dependent upon the larger family and social context. 
The father, mother, and child each have specific attributes that impact the father-child bond, 
in addition to the relational interactions of these three entities. Doherty, Kouneski, and 
Erickson’s (1998) model of paternal investment identified five key domains of influence on 
fathering: contextual factors, child factors, mother factors, relational factors (i.e., the co-
parental relationship), and father factors. Although all factors are deemed important, the 
conceptual model used in this study will focus on personal, relational, and contextual factors 
that directly impact a man’s perceptions of fathering. Such factors include the father’s 
employment status (Woldoff & Cina, 2007); the gender of child (Dahl & Moretti, 2008; 
Lundberg, McLanahan, & Rose, 2007); incarceration status (Lewis et al., 2007; Mauer & 
King, 2007; Mumola, 2000; Phillips, Barth, Burns, & Wagner, 2004); and multiple partner 
fertility (McLanahan, 2006).  
 Unlike prior theoretical research on father involvement, the paternal investment 
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theory addresses fathering regardless of marital or residential status (Doherty et al., 1998). 
The model examines factors that help create and sustain a father-child bond. It is important to 
note that although the theory identifies a broad range of factors related to father involvement, 
it does not take into account other significant factors such as race, transition to parenting and 
generational issues that impact fathering.  
 Employment status. Using data from the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing 
Study, Woldoff and Cina (2007) examined a sample of 2,663 fathers living in urban 
communities, the majority of whom were unwed at the time of their child’s birth. Greater 
than 50% of the sample was African American. These researchers found that among fragile 
families (i.e., families of children born outside of marriage), a positive relationship existed 
between father involvement and father’s employment in the formal work sector. This study 
defined formal work as jobs that are taxed and recorded in official employment statistics as 
opposed to underground (unreported) or illicit work (e.g., hustling). Fathers engaged in the 
formal work sector were found to have higher levels of involvement with their children as 
compared to unemployed fathers and fathers involved in informal work.  
The relationship between father involvement and employment was mediated by a 
father’s status in the workforce and the larger societal context, which varied by race and 
ethnicity. Black men were less likely than White men to obtain formal employment as 
opposed to underground employment. When Black fathers were engaged in the formal work 
sector, they had greater father involvement than White fathers (Woldoff & Cina, 2007). 
As discussed previously, examination of fathering characteristics must be made 
within a cultural and historical context. McKinnon (2003) provided evidence that this 
discrepancy in formal work opportunities for African Americans may be the result of 
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increasing racial gaps in employment, education, and earnings. The author notes that African 
Americans are more likely to reside in locations where there is a scarcity of jobs in the 
formal work sector. Therefore, research on fathers’ employment status must consider the 
historical discrimination that African American men face in the job market.  
 Gender of the child. The nature and quality of the father-child bond may differ 
depending upon the child’s gender. Several studies have examined the level of father 
involvement in representative samples of nonresidential fathers (Cooksey & Craig, 1998; 
Stewart, 1999) and found a lack of consistency regarding the impact of gender across studies. 
Dahl and Moretti (2008) provided evidence of what they considered to be the nation’s 
demand for sons. The authors used U.S. Census data from 1960 to 2000 to examine mother- 
and/or father-headed households with parents between the ages of 18 and 40 years, and with 
children younger than 12 years old residing in the home. The study suggested that the gender 
of the first born child impacts family structure and the decision to marry. Unmarried mothers 
with first born daughters were found to be less likely to get married and married mothers 
were more likely to experience divorce, as compared to mothers with first born sons. The 
study also found that married fathers with sons were more likely to live in the same home 
and spend time with their sons, especially within the first year of birth, as compared to men 
with daughters. In addition, divorced fathers were found to be more likely to seek custody of 
their male children than their female children.  
 Lundberg and colleagues (2007) investigated the effect of a child’s gender on father 
involvement for married and unmarried men. The sample included 2,777 mothers and 
fathers. In the unmarried sample, 56% of the unmarried mothers were African American; 
27% Hispanic; and 24% Caucasian American. On average, 77% of the unmarried fathers 
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visited their child in the hospital, 81% of unmarried fathers gave the child their last name, 
and 88% signed their child’s birth certificate. The study found that unmarried fathers had a 
greater level of investment in sons than in daughters at the time of birth. Unmarried fathers 
with newborn sons were 20% more likely to give their sons their last name and list their 
name as the father on the birth certificate as compared to men with newborn daughters. 
Unmarried Hispanic fathers were found to be significantly more likely to give their child 
their last name as compared to African American and Caucasian American fathers. After a 
child’s first year of birth, gender was not found to have an effect on unmarried father 
involvement (e.g., residential status and level of financial support). Nevertheless, additional 
studies are needed to examine the impact of a child’s gender on the perceptions of fathering 
for unmarried nonresidential fathers across racial and ethnic groups. 
 Incarceration status. Increased father absence is also related to the rising rate of 
incarceration, especially among African American men. In 2001, 1 in 6 Black males in the 
United States was incarcerated in a state or federal prison; Black males were incarcerated at 
nearly six times the rate of Whites males (Mauer & King, 2007). As incarceration rates 
continue to increase, African American males account for 50% of the state and federal 
prisoners, but only 6% of the U.S. general population (Lewis et al., 2007; Mauer & King, 
2007; U.S. Census Bureau, 2008). Many of the men that experience incarceration are also 
fathers. Approximately 55% of male state prisoners and 63% of male federal prisoners 
reported having a child under the age of 18 (Mumola, 2000). 
 Incarceration and arrest rates among African American fathers are strongly correlated 
with race. Phillips, Barth, Burns, and Wagner (2004) found that race and ethnicity have a 
significant impact on the variation in the rates of parental arrest. Therefore, it is important to 
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note that African American fathers are disproportionately represented as the largest 
racial/ethnic group in both the state and federal prison systems at 49% and 44% respectively 
(Mumola, 2000).  
 The incarceration of African American fathers has serious implications for a growing 
number of African American children. Current estimates hold that 1 in every 10 U.S. 
children has a parent in prison, jail, or on parole, with Black children (7%) nine times more 
likely than White children (.8%) to have an incarcerated parent (Mumola, 2000; Sonenstein 
et al., 2002). Woldoff and Washington (2008) found that fathers with a history of 
incarceration were less likely to be engaged in their children’s lives. Therefore, the 
disproportionate number of African American men currently experiencing incarceration has a 
direct correlation to father involvement and their ability to provide for their families. 
 Multiple partner fertility. In addition to the demographic and socioeconomic factors 
discussed previously, another factor affecting a man’s perceptions of fathering is multiple 
partner fertility. Multiple partner fertility has been attributed to demographic shifts in 
marriage patterns (e.g., postponement of marriage and marital dissolution). McLanahan 
(2006) found that 60% of unmarried adults and 24% of married couples were raising a child 
from another relationship.  
 Multiple partner fertility was found to be high among African American adult 
mothers and fathers. Black fathers were twice as likely as White fathers to exhibit multiple 
partner fertility (Fragile Families, 2002). However, it can be posited from the prior discussion 
on nonmarital births and divorce rates that that these men were engaged in romantic 
relationships or marriages with the mothers of these children during the time of conception.  
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Method 
Study Data and Design  
Data was drawn from the baseline wave of the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing 
Study. The Fragile Families Study is a longitudinal stratified random sample that is 
representative of hospital births in 20 U.S. cities. The weighted data are representative of 
births in U.S. cities with populations over 200,000 in 1999. The sample was not stratified 
geographically; rather it was stratified by policy environments and labor market conditions in 
the different cities. The sampling occurred in three stages: cities, hospitals within cities, and 
births within hospitals. The original study contains both marital and nonmarital births. The 
researchers oversampled nonmarital births and conducted baseline interviews with 75% of 
unwed fathers.  
Although the Fragile Families study was designed to follow the lives of children born 
to unmarried parents, the sample also includes a comparison sample of children born to 
married parents. The study consists of interviews with both mothers and fathers and follows a 
cohort of approximately 5,000 children born between 1998 and 2000. At baseline, mothers 
were interviewed in the hospital soon after the child’s birth. The majority of fathers were also 
interviewed in the hospital, with others being interviewed via telephone. Follow-up 
interviews were performed by telephone with both parents when the child was one, three, and 
five and nine years old. Data from the first four waves of the core study are available to the 
public. The fifth wave of data (Year 9) will be available to the public in 2012.  
The core study uses a repeated measures design to address questions pertaining to the 
conditions and capabilities of unmarried parents, especially fathers; the nature of the 
relationships between unmarried parents; the welfare of children born into these fragile 
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families; and the impact of policies and environmental conditions on these families and their 
children. Mothers and fathers answered survey questions regarding attitudes, relationships, 
parenting behavior, demographic characteristics, health (mental and physical), economic and 
employment status, neighborhood characteristics, and program participation. Follow-up 
interviews were performed and examined areas of access to and use of healthcare services, 
childcare services, and welfare and child support agencies. Additional follow-up included in-
home surveys, which assessed children’s cognitive and emotional development as well as 
their physical environment (http://www.fragilefamilies.princeton.edu).  
Sample 
 The analysis focused on a subset (n= 594) of the full Fragile Families sample (N = 
4,700). Specifically, African American men with the following characteristics were included 
in the sample for this study: fathers who experienced the birth of a biological child between 
1998 and 2000, fathers who were not married to the focal child’s mother at birth, and fathers 
who were not residing in the home with the mother of the focal child at birth. The men’s ages 
ranged from 15 to 53 years old, with a mean age of 26 years old. Fifty-five percent (n = 329) 
of the fathers in the study self-identified as having other biological children. Multiple partner 
fertility is included as an important variable in this study due to the large percentage of 
children outside of the focal relationship.  
 The fathers where asked about their highest level of education completed and 35% (n 
= 211) of those sampled had less than a high school education, 42% (n=250) of the fathers 
graduated high school or received an equivalent education, 20% (n=117) attended some level 
of college or technical school, and 3% (n=16) graduated from college or went on to graduate 
school. Table 1.1 provides descriptive statistics of the sample.  
21 
Table 1.1 
Demographic Characteristics for Sample at Baseline (N=594) 
  Value N Frequency % 
Child’s gender Female  
Male 
594 
 
266 
328 
44.78 
55.52 
MPF – Father No 
Yes 
593 
 
264 
329 
44.52 
55.48 
Education Less than high school 
High-school diploma/GED 
Some college or technical school 
College degree or higher 
594 
 
 
211 
250 
117 
16 
35.52 
42.09 
19.70 
2.69 
Employment status No - Worked for pay  
Yes - Worked for pay  
591 
 
217 
374 
36.72 
63.28 
Incarceration status  No 
Yes 
587 
 
539 
48 
91.82 
8.18 
Family of origin  No - living with both bio parents at 15 
Yes - living with both bio parents at 15 
593 
 
181 
412 
69.48 
30.52 
Household income $9,999 or less 
$19,999 - 10000 
$29,999 - 20000 
$39,999 - 30000 
$49,999 - 40000 
$59,999 - 50000 
$69,999 - 60000 
$79,999 - 70000 
$89,999 - 80000 
$99,999 - 90000 
$109,999 - 100000 
$119,999 - 110000 
$120,000 or more 
594 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
131 
122 
94 
80 
71 
12 
42 
5 
4 
2 
1 
-- 
30 
22.05 
20.54 
15.82 
13.47 
11.95 
2.02 
7.07 
0.84 
0.67 
0.34 
0.17 
-- 
5.05 
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Measures 
 Demographics. The focal child’s gender was recoded. Multiple partner fertility was a 
dichotomous variable used to identify if the new father had additional biological children 
with another partner. New fathers were asked “do you have other biological children.”  
 The new father’s educational status was assessed using one ordinal item, “highest 
grade of regular school that you completed.” Nine responses were given, ranging from 1(no 
formal schooling) to 9 (graduate or professional school). Employment status was a nominal 
level measure used to assess the new father’s employment status at the birth of his child. 
New fathers were asked, “last week did you work regular work for pay,” indicating 1 if 
employed and 0 otherwise. One item was used to assess the new father’s incarceration status 
at the time of his child’s birth, “father in jail at his baseline interview.” Incarceration status 
was measured with a nominal level variable, indicating 1 if the father was in jail at the time 
of the birth and 0 otherwise. Family-of-origin structure was also measured with a nominal 
variable, where the variable equaled 1 if the new father lived with both biological parents at 
the age of 15 years and 0 otherwise. 
Intergenerational fathering. Intergenerational fathering is measured with two 
distinct variables: biological fathering and social fathering. Biological fathering is a one-item 
measure used to assess the new father’s relationships with his biological father. The new 
fathers were asked, “How involved was your biological father in raising you?” This is an 
ordinal scale with responses ranging from 1(very involved) to 4 (never knew). Social 
fathering is a dichotomous measure used to assess whether a new father had a man that was a 
like a father/father-figure in his life. New fathers were asked, “Was there another man that 
was like a father to you when growing up,” indicating 1 if there was a social father present 
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and 0 otherwise. 
 Fathering perceptions. Fathering perceptions were measured by two variables: 
beliefs and roles. Beliefs were measured with three ordinal variables based on questions in 
the survey such as , “Being a father is one of the most fulfilling experiences for a man,” “I 
want people to know that I have a new child,” and “Not being a part of my child’s life would 
be one of the worst things.” Participants responded on a 4-point Likert scale with 1(strongly 
disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (agree), and 4 (strongly agree). The Cronbach alpha reliability 
estimate for perceptions of fathering beliefs is .75. The alpha score was computed using the 
sample from this study. Roles were measured with the following six items: (a) “How 
important is it to provide regular financial support to children”; (b) “How important is it to 
teach baby about life”; (c) “How important is it to provide direct care to the baby”; (d) “How 
important is it to show love and affection to the child”; (e) “How important is it to provide 
protection for child”; and (f) “How important is it to serve as an authority figure and 
discipline the child?” Participants responded on a 3-point Likert scale with 1 (very 
important), 2 (somewhat important), and 3 (not important). The Cronbach alpha reliability 
estimate for perceptions of fathering roles is .70. The alpha score was computed using the 
sample from this study.  
Data Analysis  
 SAS statistical software was used to perform descriptive analyses. The study will 
provide the means, standard deviations, and frequencies for the aforementioned variables.  
Results 
Intergenerational Fathering 
 Seventy percent (n = 412) of the new fathers sampled grew up in a home with only 
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one biological parent. When asked about their own biological father’s level of involvement, 
31%, (n = 186) of the new fathers identified their biological father as being very involved in 
raising them; while 28.1% (n = 167) stated that their fathers were somewhat involved, 
33.33% (n = 198) said that their fathers were not involved at all, and 7.24% (n = 43) of the 
men never knew their fathers. Table 1.2 provides the frequencies and percentages for 
intergenerational fathering.  
Table 1.2 
Intergenerational Fathering (N=594)  
  Value Frequency % 
Biological Fathering:  
How involved in raising you was your 
biological father? 
Very involved 
Somewhat 
involved 
Not involved 
Never knew 
186 
167 
198 
43 
31.31 
28.11 
33.33 
7.24 
Social Fathering:  
Was there another man that was like a 
father to you?  
Yes 
No 
273 
321 
45.96 
54.04 
 
 In addition to biological father involvement, the new fathers also discussed social 
fathering. Fathers were asked to identify a man that was “like a father” to them while 
growing up. Approximately 47% (n = 273) of the new fathers, 8.26% (n = 49) of those raised 
with both biological parents and 37.77% (n = 224) of those that were not, identified as having 
a male or female social father figure. Of these men, 47.78% (n = 129) recounted a stepfather 
as having a fathering role; 16.67% (n = 130) mentioned an uncle; and 13.33% (n = 211) 
noted a grandfather. In addition, 5.19% (n = 14) identified a friend of their mother’s or 
father’s as serving as a social father; 4.07% (n = 11) recounted their brother, 2.96 % (n = 8) 
noted the mother’s boyfriend, and 10% (n = 27) identified others, such as friends of the 
family, godfathers, and their mother as serving as father figures in their lives. Approximately 
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31.7% (n = 188) of those sampled were not raised with both biological parents and did not 
identify a social father figure.  
Fathering Perceptions  
 Most new fathers, 73% (n = 431), strongly agreed that being a father was one of the 
most fulfilling experiences for a man. Seventy percent (n = 409) of the fathers wanted people 
to know that they had a new child, and 77% (n = 455) felt that not being a part of their child’s 
life would be one of the worst things.  
 When asked about the importance of being a father, 95% (n = 566) of new fathers felt 
that it was very important that a father provides financial support to his children. Ninety-
eight percent (n = 582) affirmed that it was very important to teach their baby about life; 94% 
(n = 557) felt that it was very important to provide direct care to the baby; 99% (n = 590) 
thought it very important to show love and affection to their child; 99% (n = 587) found it 
very important to provide protection for their child, and 91.4% (n = 542) felt that it was very 
important to serve as an authority figure and discipline their child. Table 1.3 provides the 
frequencies, means and standard deviations (SD) for fathering perceptions beliefs. Individual 
responses to fathering perceptions roles were not included due the skewed distribution of 
positive responses. 
  
Table 1.3 
Frequencies, Means and Standard Deviations for Fathering Perceptions Beliefs (N=594) 
 N Value Mean SD 
 
 
Strongly 
Agree 
n(%) 
Agree  
n(%) 
Disagree  
n(%) 
Strongly  
Disagree 
n(%)   
Fathering perception - Beliefs  
       
Being a father is one of the most 
fulfilling experiences for a man 
590 431  
(73.05) 
147 
(25.92) 
8  
(1.36) 
4  
(0.68) 
1.30 0.53 
I want people to know that I have a 
new child 
587 409  
(69.68) 
163 
(27.77) 
12 
(2.04) 
3  
(0.51) 
1.33 0.54 
Not being a part of my child's life 
would be one of the worst things 
591 455  
(76.99) 
112 
(18.95) 
15 
(2.54) 
9  
1.52) 
1.29 0.59 
Fathering perceptions – Beliefs (Overall) 594 -- -- -- -- 1.30 0.45 
Note: Individual responses to fathering perceptions roles were not included due the skewed distribution of positive responses. 
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Discussion  
Demographics 
 The descriptive study suggests that there is a wide range of difference across 
demographic variables (e.g., educational status, multiple partner fertility, and paternal age) 
for nonresidential African American fathers. The majority of the respondents sampled had a 
high-school diploma or less. Given the current economic market and the need for job 
security, it is not surprising that almost 40% of the sample did not work at a regular paying 
job the prior week. This is an important consideration for fathers who have the added societal 
expectations of being providers for their families. Many fathers who cannot meet those 
expectations may feel inadequate and may subsequently choose to be absent from their 
child’s life.  
 A little more than half of the new fathers experienced the birth of a male child. This is 
an important consideration when thinking about the research on paternity establishment and 
paternal involvement. As mentioned previously, studies have found that unmarried fathers 
are more likely to establish paternity and invest in the life of their child at birth when the 
focal child is male; gender was not found to have an effect on unmarried father involvement 
after the child’s first year of birth (Dahl & Moretti, 2008; Lundberg et al., 2007). This has 
important future implications for the transmission of intergenerational fathering for the male 
child; in addition to the mate selection choices of the female child. Additional research is 
needed in this area. 
 More than half of the fathers identified as having other biological children from a 
different partner. When multiple partner fertility is present, it creates unique family structures 
and possible barriers to father involvement and financial support. Such barriers may include 
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decreased father involvement or increased coparental conflict. Although a measure of 
coparental conflict is beyond the scope of this study, we know that a co-parenting agreement 
is generally negotiated with the child’s mother following divorce or nonmarital birth. Mott 
(1990) found that African American fathers’ nonresidential status was fairly transient, 
suggesting a less formalized coparental relationship with the child’s mother. Coparental 
conflict may also occur in father absent households where mothers and fathers do not desire 
to live with the other parent (Nock & Einolf, 2008). More attention is needed to understand 
the impact of multiple partner fertility—for both the biological father and mother—on 
paternal involvement and the coparental relationship for nonresidential African American 
fathers.  
 The life course trajectories of the fathers vary, with respondents’ ages ranging from 
15 to 53 years. Young adult and teenage fathers sampled may be experiencing truncated 
educational careers and early entry into the workforce; whereas fathers experiencing 
middle/late adulthood may have increased rates of multiple partner fertility and financial 
concerns.  
Intergenerational Fathering 
 Table 1.2 depicts aspects of intergenerational fathering for both biological and social 
fathers. The majority of the new fathers sampled grew up in a single parent home. The family 
of origin measure did not identify whether this was a mother or father-headed household. 
However, census data has shown that the majority of single parent homes are female led. 
When examining the societal impact of fathers being absent from the home, father-absent 
households have been found to have strong linkages with a large number of societal ills, 
including violent crime, drug and alcohol abuse, truancy, teenage pregnancy, and suicide 
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(Baskerville, 2002). Studies have consistently shown that large numbers of state and federal 
prisoners, high-school dropouts, pregnant teenagers, and adolescents who commit major 
crimes come from father absent homes (Daniels, 2000; Institute for Marriage and Public 
Policy, 2005; National Fatherhood Initiative, 2007). Some of the social ills are consistent 
with the demographics found in this sample (i.e., low high school graduation rates, under 
employment, and high rates of multiple partner fertility).  
From the sample, it appears that regardless of residential status of the biological 
father, new fathers were evenly distributed on whether or not their fathers were very, 
somewhat, or not involved in their lives. Although the relationship between residential status 
and level of father involvement has been examined in the literature, nonresidential fathers’ 
level of involvement is often evaluated using measures created for residential fathers. Thus, 
nonresidential fathers may appear to be uninvolved. In addition, many fathering frameworks 
fail to address the cultural variations in fathering across ethnic and racial groups. Further 
measures are needed to accurately conceptualize the process by which nonresidential men 
father; taking into account other forms of communication (i.e., Skype, e-mail, and phone) 
when the father may not be within distance to visit the child regularly.  
 The new fathers also discussed social fathering, defined as man or woman who was 
like a father to them while growing up. A large percentage of the respondents identified as 
having a social father in their lives; with a large portion being those who grew up in a 
household with only one biological parent. Social fathers included: stepfathers, uncles, 
grandfathers, brothers, friends of the family and mothers who served as father figures in a 
child’s life. With such diverse representations of social fathering, it is important to 
understand the impact that these additional persons have on the men’s perceptions of 
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fathering and future father involvement.  
 Many new fathers in this study grew up in homes absent one biological parent, with 
no identifiable social father figure. Little is known regarding how these men developed their 
fathering identity and what mechanisms informed their perceptions of fathering. This study 
offers a unique perspective on fathering perceptions from a within group cultural standpoint; 
which allows readers to observe the institutional (i.e., incarceration and underemployment) 
and cultural (i.e., multiple partner fertility and nonresidential status) barriers to fathering for 
nonresidential African American fathers. Even with high rates of unemployment, the lack of 
two biological parents, or a father figure; nonresidential African American fathers were 
found to positively perceive their roles as fathers.  
Fathering Perceptions  
 Overwhelmingly, the men in the study perceived fathering as an important part of 
their identity. The fathers in this study identified becoming a father as one of the most 
fulfilling experiences of being a man and wanted others to know that they were having a 
child. These men wanted to actively take part in the life of their child. These men felt that it 
was important to provide financial support to their children, to teach their babies about life, 
and to provide direct care. They wanted to show their child love and affection, provide 
protection, and to serve as an authoritative figure in their lives.  
 When examining these perceptions in context of their own families of origins, these 
men wanted to provide their children with a foundation that they did not have. Although they 
are replicating a similar family structure (single parent home), they did not desire to be 
absent from the life of their child. This study found that regardless of circumstance, familial 
background and current life endeavors; nonresidential African American fathers cared about 
31 
their children and desired serve an active and present role in their lives.  
Limitations 
The proposed study has several limitations. The first limitation is that this is a 
descriptive study on nonresidential African American fathers. While no direct causal 
inferences can be made between intergenerational fathering, perceptions and fathering 
outcomes, this study seeks to identify unique factors and barriers that these men face in an 
effort to help guide  next steps in research as well as suggest the need for improved  
interventions with this population.  
A second limitation is the definition of nonresidential. The Fragile Families and Child 
Wellbeing study used different measures at baseline through Wave 5 to establish a father’s 
residential status with the focal child. At the baseline, fathers were asked “are you and your 
baby’s mother living together now,” whereas in subsequent waves, respondents were asked, 
“how much of the time does the child live with you?” For the purposes of this study, baseline 
residential status was used to determine the sample, with the understanding that unmarried 
fathers have been found to be transient in their residential status and may change their 
residence throughout the course of their child’s life.  
The third limitation is that the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study measures 
intergenerational fathering retroactively. Retroactive measures may be prone to measurement 
unreliability based on the faulty memory of respondents (Finley & Schwartz, 2004). 
Therefore, it may be surmised that a man’s ability to accurately recall his biological father’s 
level of involvement when he was 15 years old could include some level of bias.  
A final limitation of the study is conceptualizing the family of origin’s structure. New 
fathers were asked at baseline “Did you live with both biological parents at the age of 15?” 
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The question does not distinguish between single-parent mother homes and single-parent 
father homes. Nor, does it negate the presence of other adult family members, stepparents, or 
significant others in the home, all of which have been found to impact fathering perceptions 
(Roy, 2006).  
Conclusion and Implications 
 This paper has examined perceptions of fathering, demographic, and family of origin 
characteristics surrounding paternal involvement for nonresidential African American 
fathers. The main theoretical assumption previously outlined in this paper was that fathering 
is uniquely sensitive to contextual, cultural, and personal factors. This study found that 
nonresidential African American fathers perceive fathering as an important endeavor and a 
large part of their identity. Although, it appears that many of these men grew up in a single 
parent home and replicated a similar household structure with their own children, the new 
fathers understood the importance of their role as fathers. They wanted others to know that 
they were fathers and wanted to provide for their children. For many of them, in ways that 
their own fathers had not. These findings signify the need for continued examination of 
intergenerational father involvement, both biological and social, and the subsequent impact 
on new fathers’ perceptions of paternal involvement. Specifically, a better understanding is 
needed of how social fathering informs a man’s perceptions of fathering and subsequent 
father involvement.  
 From a practice perspective, a review of the fatherhood literature suggests that there 
are many pathways for enhancing the quality of father involvement that can be malleable 
through intervention. Many of the nonresidential African fathers sampled had children by 
multiple partners and were not living in the household with the focal child. For this study 
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fathering can potentially be enhanced through programs that assist in the facilitation of 
healthy coparental relationships, especially around issues of multiple partner fertility. 
Similarly, nonresidential fathers may benefit from programs that foster educational and 
economic opportunities. Nonresidential African American fathers with increased 
opportunities towards educational attainment would have more earning potential and a better 
ability to provide financially for their child.  
 Since a large portion of the sample identified social fathers as an integral part of their 
childhood, it is important for father advocates to work closely with families and communities 
to identify viable social father figures to provide mentorship and guidance to young African 
American males and current fathers (especially for divorced, separated, never married and 
incarcerated fathers). Many new fathers in this study were not raised in a traditional, two-
parent home family structure; yet, their perceptions of fathering and desire to be fathers were 
overwhelmingly positive. These men may benefit from one-on-one individualized assistance, 
group work, and extended familial and social support networks in order to provide support 
and limit the barriers to full engagement with their children. These relationships may be 
fostered through the participation in fatherhood programs, educational institutions, and 
employment arenas; therefore lessening nonresidential fathers’ feelings of social isolation, 
and allowing them opportunities to discuss aspects of fathering that they may not have 
experienced. Last, given the large age range of fathers from 15 to 53 years; age specific 
fathering programs are needed to identify specified service areas for fathers given their age 
cohort (i.e., more focus on education for younger fathers).  
From a research perspective, studies must continue to examine culturally relevant 
fathering perceptions and involvement. With such diverse family structures abounding in the 
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United States today, it is imperative that researchers accurately conceptualize, measure, and 
intervene in ways that address the unique cultural needs of African American fathers and 
families. Given the unique household structure (i.e., largely female-headed households) of a 
large portion of the new fathers sampled, extended families (e.g., social fathers, fictive kin 
and community stakeholders) should be included in the creation of interventions and research 
to determine what is best suited to serve the needs of African American fathers and their 
families. Researchers must consider the strengths of alternative family systems (i.e., 
multigenerational households, social fathers, and fictive kin). In addition, a greater 
understanding is needed regarding father engagement for nonresidential fathers. When faced 
with additional barriers, such as living in a different city/state from their child, incarceration, 
multiple partner fertility, or a strained coparental relationship, these men may be unable to 
father in the traditional sense; but desire to play an active role in the lives of their children. 
Therefore, researchers must create culturally appropriate measures that include family 
structure and institutional barriers, to better understand how these men father.  
From a policy perspective, fatherhood policy often focuses on the need for fathers to 
provide financial support for their child. As evidenced by the underemployment and low 
educational attainment of this sample, many fathering programs may benefit from the 
continued inclusion of education and technical services that encourage fathers to continue 
their education. Many fatherhood programs serve diverse and targeted populations, yet the 
organizations that run these programs often lack strong evaluation mechanisms. Funding for 
father involvement programs must be accompanied by rigorous and standardized evaluation 
requirements. Community organizations that are unable to meet such standards should be 
provided with technical and evaluation support so that the findings are readily available 
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Nonresidential African American fathers in this study were found to have been raised 
primarily in households with only one biological parent and introduced to father figures in 
some instances. These men were often replicating their own family of origin, but have a deep 
desire to engage in the lives of their children. Researchers, practitioners, and policy makers 
must continue to view nonresidential fathering through a strengths-based, culturally relevant, 
and historical lens by understanding the barriers to fathering for these men and knowing the 
historical implications of growing up without a father. Once acknowledged, the fatherhood 
field can move forward in contribute to the understanding of diverse populations and family 
structures to improve the lives of future generations of African American children.  
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PAPER II 
 
EXAMINING THE IMPACT OF INTERGENERATIONAL FATHERING, FATHERING 
PERCEPTIONS AND PARENTING STRESS ON NONRESIDENTIAL AFRICAN 
AMERICAN FATHER INVOLVEMENT  
As the fatherhood literature evolved researchers identified the need for a strengths-
based approach to fathering by understanding fathers and their unique contributions to child 
development (Hawkins & Dollahite, 1997a, 1997b; Hawkins & Palkovitz, 1999). An 
examination of fathering in varying family structures is particularly important in the African 
American community where the percentage of African American fathers living apart from 
their biological children increased from 44% in 1980 to 50% in 2009, indicating the number 
of absent biological fathers in African American homes is currently 5.7 million (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2009). Methodological limitations (e.g., underreporting of nonresidential fathers, 
mother-only reports of fathering, and between group studies) have largely limited what we 
know regarding the predictors of father involvement for nonresidential African American 
fathers.  
In her forward to Andrew Billingsley’s book, Climbing Jacob’s Ladder, Paula 
Giddings wrote “looking at the African-American family through the [historical] lens of what 
it has done, against all odds, to sustain its coherence brings one to a very different conclusion 
than looking at it merely as a deficit model” (Billingsley, 1992, p. 11). Giddings’ statement is 
important in understanding that African American families have shown great strength and 
cohesiveness throughout history. Historical scholars have discussed the impact of slavery on 
the African American male consciousness as cruel and de-humanizing (hooks, 1981). African 
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American men were stripped of their masculinity during enslavement and scholars have 
debated that this was the beginning of the destruction of the African American  familial 
system that we see today (Hahn, 2003; Patterson, 1982). Through the examination of slave 
narratives, fathers were found to value the African American family system, even during 
times of great turmoil (Genovese, 1976; Rawick, 1972). Following the emancipation of 
slaves McAdoo (1988) found that 70 - 90% of African American fathers lived in the home 
with their children.  
The history of African American families has strong implications for current family 
structures and the way in which African American men father. This historical perspective of 
the African American family shows that although fathers have traditionally been ignored in 
family studies and intergenerational learning research they were in fact present and needed in 
the family across time. Past child and family researchers regarded fathers as unimportant 
peripheral figures in children’s lives, suggesting that as long as fathers provided sufficient 
economic means, the child was thought to develop normally. Although African American 
men are often depicted as absent fathers, the historical research provided evidence that these 
men exemplified nurturing fathering roles throughout history.  
The purpose of the current study is to examine the unique relationship between 
intergenerational fathering (biological and social), parenting stress and fathering perceptions 
on father involvement. The study will use a two-step process to test the aforementioned 
relationships. A Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) will be performed with a select set of 
variables from the Fragile Families and Child Well Being Study in order to determine how 
well the indicators represent the underlying constructs, thereby testing the construct validity 
of the scales. Adequate construct validity will show that the fathers understand the items as 
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intended. Secondly, the study will use a General Structural Equation Model (SEM) to test the 
direct and indirect relationships between the aforementioned constructs and additional 
observed indicators. 
Focal fathers in this study are referred to as new fathers, meaning fathers who 
experienced the birth of a focal child between 1998 and 2000. It is important to note that 
many of the men identified as new fathers also have additional children outside of the focal 
child. For the purpose of this paper the term nonresidential father refers to biological fathers 
who do not reside in the home with their children. Circumstances that contribute to 
nonresidential status include divorce; separation; nonmarital birth where fathers may have 
limited access to the child; or issues of incarceration and abandonment (Nock & Einolf, 
2008; Sonenstein, Malm, & Billing, 2002). 
Background and Significance 
Conceptualizing Father Involvement  
Many conventional fathering measures are limited in their operalization of the term 
father involvement. Fathers’ unique contributions to parenting were often overlooked in 
measurement tools making it difficult to compare fathering across different family structures 
and ethnic backgrounds. For instance, fatherhood measures that quantify involvement by 
time spent and fail to account for barriers that nonresidential fathers may face such as 
visitation restrictions. In addition, father involvement was measured by mother-child 
interaction, family systems analysis, and other family process measures (Lamb, 2004; 
Roggman, Fitzgerald, Bradley, & Raikes, 2002).  
The father involvement construct was initially measured as a father being physically 
present or absent from the home. As interest in fathers grew, studies examined fathers’ direct 
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interaction with their children, but did not account for the quality of the interaction. Lamb, 
Pleck, Charnov and Levine’s (1985, 1987) model of paternal involvement became widely 
used in the fatherhood literature and measured father involvement using the domains of 
engagement, accessibility, and responsibility. Engagement is defined as a father’s direct 
contact and shared interactions with his child in the form of caretaking, play or leisure (Lamb 
et al., 1985). Engagement includes activities such as feeding the child, helping with 
homework, and playing with the child (Tamis-LeMonda & Cabrera, 1999). All of these 
activities include one-on-one direct interaction between the father and child. Accessibility is 
defined as a father’s presence and/or availability to the child, regardless of the nature or 
extent of interactions between father and child. Accessibility includes the child having access 
to the parent, irrespective of direct interaction. Examples of accessibility include mowing the 
lawn while the child plays nearby or watching the news while the child does homework. 
Responsibility refers to a father’s identification and meeting of a child’s needs, including the 
provision of economic resources, planning and organizing (Tamis-LeMonda & Cabrera, 
1999). This measure examines the paternal responsibility for the child’s welfare. For 
example, it involves knowing when the child needs to visit the dentist, making the 
appointment and making sure that the child keeps the appointment (Tamis-LeMonda & 
Cabrera, 1999). 
Researchers continue to use Lamb and colleagues’ (1985, 1987) model of father 
involvement; however research has identified the need for a broader conceptualization of the 
father involvement construct (Hawkins & Palkovitz, 1999). For example, researchers have 
adapted the Lamb and colleagues’ (1985, 1987) model of father involvement to include 
domains of warmth, monitoring, control, closeness, and communication (Carlson & 
 44 
Furstenberg, 2006). Pleck (2010) found that the inclusion of parenting measures (e.g., 
warmth and control) was due to the availability of these measures. Many national data sets 
used parenting measures that paternal involvement researchers later included in the father 
involvement construct developed by Lamb and colleagues (1985, 1987). In addition to the 
previous domains of fathering examined, measures focused on nonresidential African 
American fathers should include domains of spirituality, extended family support, access to 
resources, and discipline and respect. These factors have been salient to African American 
men throughout history (Akbar, 1991).  
Predictors of Father Involvement  
African American families are known to have strong ties and bonds to religious 
institutions, extended family, and the community as a whole (Perry, 2009). With the 
advancement of educational and career opportunities throughout the United States the 
African American familial system has experienced separation across generations. 
Historically, marriage has been a strong institution in the African American community; 
however in this post-modern period marriage has been replaced largely by alternative 
institutions (i.e., single parent homes, cohabitation, and grandparents raising children). In 
addition, a large number of African American men have experienced school drop-out, 
incarceration, and job loss that may further impact the once solid bond of African American 
families. Although family kinship networks continue to play a strong role for African 
Americans (Perry, 2009), historic and contemporary barriers have sought to remove the 
African American father from the home; yet these men still find ways to play an active role 
in the lives of their children.  
Although research has shown support for two-parent households, Hill (1972) 
 45 
discussed the strengths of African American  families and their ability to adapt to various 
family structures such as strong kinship bonds, strong work orientation, adaptability of 
family roles, strong achievement orientation and strong religious orientation. These strengths 
are found across racial groups, but Hill (1972) posited that the strengths were adopted as a 
survival mechanism for African American families. Although some African American 
fathers may be physically absent from the home, they (and their extended families) may still 
actively participate in the lives of African American children. These varying family 
structures have been found to encourage creativity and resilience in African American 
children, in turn creating positive child outcomes (Billingsley, 1992; Coles & Green, 2010; 
Hill, 1972). 
Intergenerational fathering. When examining aspects of father involvement, the 
father’s family of origin has been found to be predictive of the father-child relationship in 
subsequent generations (Gadsden & Hall, 1999; Lamb, 1997; Roy, 2006; Terrell, 2005). For 
example, Lamb (1997) found that men who experienced abandonment by their fathers, spent 
little time with their fathers, or had poor role models as fathers were likely to have little 
involvement with their own children. The transmission of intergenerational fathering is not 
limited to that of biological fathers; parenting influences can also be examined through the 
lens of social fathering. For the purposes of this study a social father is defined as a male 
relative or family associate who demonstrates parental behaviors and is "like a father" to the 
child (Tamis-LeMonda & Cabrera, 1999). It is important to note that as the definition of 
social fathering evolves, researchers have found that some men identify their mothers as 
serving the dual role of both mother and father in their lives (Forste, Bartkowski, & Jackson, 
2009).  
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Similar to the relationship between family-of-origin and intergenerational fathering, 
whether a father resides with his children also impacts fathers’ parenting style. Researchers 
have found that nonresidential fathers make the choice to be involved or absent from their 
children’s lives (Perry, 2009; Smith, Krohn, Chu, & Best, 2005). One theory that has been 
used to examine paternal identity (Forste et al., 2009; Roy, 2006) and to personalize 
parenting trajectories (Macmillan & Copher, 2005) is the life course theory. The theory has 
suggests that parental involvement plays an integral role in child development and the parent-
child interaction with adult children later in life. Parenting strategy and perceptions are 
largely based upon personal upbringing. A parent [father] may choose to model his or her 
parents’ behavior or reject a particular parenting technique (Gadsden & Hall, 1999).  
 Fathering perceptions. Nonresidential fathers’ perception of the fathering role and 
pathways to fathering has recently gained more attention. A study by Forste and colleagues 
(2009) found that respondents’ relationships with their father had strong implications for 
their own fathering role. Respondents who had a close relationship with their fathers 
described them as role models. Some of these men resented their father’s extensive work 
hours, but acknowledged the overall benefit of their father’s work ethic. The researchers 
found that men who were close to their fathers viewed paternal responsibility as being the 
bread winner, a moral teacher, a committed father and a nurturer. Men who were not close to 
their fathers discussed commitment to their children as important. Many of these men were 
involved with some, but not all of their children. Since they did not grow up with their own 
fathers, many expressed a desire to “be there” for their children (Forste et al., 2009).  
 Census data and research suggests that nonresidential father status is increasing in the 
African American community with the rising rates of nonmarital births (Carlson, 
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McLanahan, & Brooks-Gunn, 2008; Martin et al., 2009). Therefore, it can be posited that 
African American men who do not have a relationship with their fathers and/or were not 
raised in the home with their father may have an increased risk of having negative 
perceptions of fathering. Alternatively, these men may choose to have positive perceptions of 
fathering and desire to be actively involved in their children’s lives.  
Barriers associated with parenting stress. Similar to intergenerational fathering, 
parenting perceptions and practices may be influenced by individual’s unique trajectories 
throughout their life course. Doherty and colleagues (1998) noted that “it appears there are 
personal, relational, cultural, and institutional barriers specific to fathering that inhibit 
fathers’ presence in the lives of children with whom they do not live” (p. 282). Some of these 
barriers include the changes in family structure (e.g., divorce and nonmarital births) and 
material hardship. Severe barriers and cumulative disadvantage are known to produce 
stressors in men’s lives. Such barriers are often associated with stress and may result in 
diminished father involvement. In addition, nonresidential fathers face the added burden of 
navigating the fathering role while not in the home.  
For fathers, the two most common pathways to nonresidential status are divorce and 
nonmarital birth (Doherty et al., 1998). As compared with divorce rates of 16% in 1960, 
today between 40% and 50% of first marriages end in divorce (Tejada-Vera & Sutton, 2009). 
Studies have found that African Americans report lower marital quality and have higher 
incidence of marital dissolution than Caucasian American couples (Sweeney & Phillips, 
2004; Trent & South, 2003). Past research has found that fathers become less involved with 
children during periods of marital conflict and that most divorced fathers have little to no 
contact with adult children (Sweeney & Phillips, 2004). As mentioned previously, the second 
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pathway to nonresidential father status is nonmarital birth. Such births accounted for 5% of 
all births in 1960, 18.4% in 1980, 28% in 1990, and nearly 39.7% in 2007 (National 
Fatherhood Initiative, 2007; U.S. Census Bureau, 2009; Ventura, 2009). Little is known 
regarding the domains of father involvement for never married fathers; due to the ambiguity 
of their role as fathers (e.g., the role is not necessarily associated with a romantic relationship 
or domestic requirements).  
 Researchers with the Urban Institute (Sonenstein et al., 2002) found that increasing 
rates of single parenthood have left many families in a state of economic deprivation. When a 
parent lacks access to basic support services, such as child care, he or she is likely to 
experience an added level of stress that might lead to a lack on involvement. This cascade of 
events is an important consideration for fathers who have the added societal expectations of 
being providers for their families. Many fathers who cannot meet those expectations may feel 
inadequate and, therefore, choose not to be a part of their child’s life.  
 In addition to the aforementioned barriers, nonresidential African American fathers 
are more like to have increased stress associated with parenting, resulting from a lack of 
employment opportunities (Woldoff & Cina, 2007); incarceration status (Lewis, Garfinkel, & 
Qin, 2007; Mauer & King, 2007; Mumola, 2000; Phillips, Barth, Burns, & Wagner, 2004), 
and feelings of inadequacy in the fathering role (Forste et al., 2009; Roy, 2006). Although 
each of these factors may have a negative impact on the nonresident father’s involvement 
with his child, it is important to note that many nonresident African American fathers still 
remain actively involved in the lives of their children.  
The current study examines intergenerational fathering, perceptions of fathering, and 
parenting stress among nonresidential African American fathers. A greater understanding of 
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these men’s perceptions and life experiences will lead to the ability to create interventions, 
inform policy, and conduct further research that will improve father involvement for this 
underserved population. The analysis examines the following hypotheses:  
Hypothesis 1: Intergenerational fathering (biological and social) will be associated 
with a new father’s level of father involvement. Specifically, new fathers who had an 
involved biological father or a present social father at the age of 15 years will have increased 
levels of father involvement with their own children.  
Hypothesis 2: New fathers’ perceptions of fathering will be associated with their level 
of father involvement. The more positive a new father believes the fathering experience to 
be, the more the new father will increase in his level of involvement.  
Hypothesis 3: Parenting stress will be associated with a new father’s level of father 
involvement. The greater the level of parenting stress, the less the new father will exhibit 
father involvement.  
Conceptual Framework 
 The conceptual model (Figure 2.1) for this study was derived from Doherty, 
Kouneski, and Erickson’s (1998) model of paternal investment which identifies five key 
domains of influence on fathering: contextual factors, child factors, mother factors, relational 
factors (i.e., the co-parental relationship), and father factors. In addition, the life course 
paradigm discusses the evolution of fathering over a man’s life course (Elder, 1998) and the 
linkages to familial systems.  
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Conceptual Model of Predictors of Nonresidential African American Father Involvement 
 
Figure 2.1. Conceptual model of the predictors of nonresidential African American father 
involvement. Latent constructs are represented in the figure as ovals and observed indicators 
are represented as squares/ rectangles. The relationship between the variables is denoted with 
a +/- symbol.   
Paternal Investment Theory 
 The paternal investment theory focuses on the direct relationship between father and 
child (Doherty et al., 1998). This theory highlights the father-child relationship for all fathers 
in terms of the four domains of responsible fathering outlined in Levine and Pitt (1995): (a) 
paternity, a man establishes his legal paternity if and when has a child; (b) presence, a man 
actively shares with the mother of his child, beginning at pregnancy, in the emotional and 
physical care of his child; (c) economic support, a man shares with the child’s mother in the 
continued financial support of his child; and (d) involvement, a man waits to have a child 
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until he is emotionally and financially ready to support his child. 
 Under the responsible fathering framework, Doherty and colleagues (1998) identified 
personal, relational, and contextual factors that influenced the father-child bond. The factors 
include:  
1. Father factors of race, age, role identification, knowledge, skills, commitment, 
psychological well-being, employment status, residential status, and incarceration.  
2. Mother factors of attitude toward father, expectations of father, support of 
father, employment, and presence of children from other partners.  
3. Co-parenting relationship factors such as marital status, custodial 
arrangement, and confrontation or conflict.  
4. Child factors such as gender, age, attitude toward father, and behavior.  
5. Contextual factors such as institutional practices, employment opportunities, 
cultural expectations, and social support.   
 The father-child relationship is said to exist within a larger family and social context. 
The father, mother, and child each have specific attributes that impact the father-child bond, 
in addition to the relational interactions of these three entities. Although all factors are 
deemed important, the conceptual model used in this study will focus on father, child and 
contextual factors that directly impact father involvement. Father involvement research has 
often focused on mother’s attributes and reports as it relates to the father-child relationship. 
The current study seeks to identify specific factors related directly to the father and child. 
Such factors include: the father’s age; employment status (Woldoff & Cina, 2007); 
educational status; incarceration status at baseline (Lewis et al., 2007; Mauer & King, 2007; 
Mumola, 2000; Phillips et al., 2004); household income and the child’s gender (Dahl & 
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Moretti, 2008; Lundberg, McLanahan, & Rose, 2007) will serve as controls.  
Method 
Study Data and Design  
Data was drawn from the baseline wave of the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing 
Study. The Fragile Families Study is a longitudinal stratified random sample that is 
representative of hospital births in 20 U.S. cities. The weighted data are representative of 
births in U.S. cities with populations over 200,000 in 1999. The sample was not stratified 
geographically; instead it was stratified by policy environments and labor market conditions 
in the different cities. The sampling occurred in three stages: cities; hospitals within cities, 
and births within hospitals. The original study contains both marital and nonmarital births. 
The researchers oversampled nonmarital births and conducted baseline interviews with 75% 
of unwed fathers. Therefore, the study includes rich data on underrepresented populations 
that have previously been difficult to obtain.  
Although the Fragile Families study was designed to follow the lives of children born 
to unmarried parents, the sample also includes a comparison sample of children born to 
married parents. The study consists of interviews with both mothers and fathers and follows a 
cohort of approximately 5,000 children born between 1998 and 2000. At baseline mothers 
were interviewed in the hospital soon after the child’s birth. The majority of fathers were also 
interviewed in the hospital with others being interviewed via telephone. Follow-up interviews 
were performed by telephone with both parents when the child was one, three, and five and 
nine years old. Data from the first four waves of the core study are available to the public. 
The fifth wave of data (Year 9) will be available to the public in 2012.  
The core study uses a repeated measures design to address questions pertaining to the 
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conditions and capabilities of unmarried parents, especially fathers; the nature of the 
relationships between unmarried parents; the welfare of children born into these fragile 
families; and the impact of policies and environmental conditions on these families and their 
children. Mothers and fathers answered survey questions regarding attitudes, relationships, 
parenting behavior, demographic characteristics, health (mental and physical), economic and 
employment status, neighborhood characteristics, and program participation. Follow-up 
interviews were performed and examined areas of access to and use of healthcare services, 
childcare services, and welfare and child support agencies. Additional follow-up included in-
home surveys, which assessed children’s cognitive and emotional development as well as 
their physical environment (see http://www.fragilefamilies.princeton.edu for more 
information).   
Current Study Sample 
 The current study’s analysis focused on a subset (n = 594) of the full Fragile Families 
sample (N = 4,700). Specifically, African American men with the following characteristics 
were included in the sample for this study: fathers who experienced the birth of a biological 
child between 1998 and 2000, fathers who were not married to the focal child’s mother at 
birth, and fathers who were not residing in the home with the mother of the focal child at 
birth. The men’s ages range from 15 to 53 years old, with a mean age of 26 years old. Sixty-
three percent (n = 374) of the fathers had worked for pay in the past week; and the average 
household income is $37,000. The fathers where asked about their highest level of education 
completed and 35% (n = 211) of those sampled had less than a high school education, 42% (n 
= 250) of the fathers graduated high school or received an equivalent education, 20% (n = 
117) attended some level of college or technical school, and 3% (n = 16) graduated from 
 54 
college or went on to graduate school. Eight percent (n = 48) identified that they were 
incarcerated at the time of their child’s birth. Table 2.1 provides descriptive statistics of the 
sample. 
Data Normality  
 Data normality was evaluated using univariate indices of skewness and kurtosis to 
determine if the absolute value of any of these indices was greater than 3.0 (Kline, 2005). 
DeCarlo (1997) suggests kurtosis values over 10.0 are problematic. Given the skewness and 
kurtosis indices presented in Tables 2.1 and 2.2, it is safe to assume that the variables 
included in the current study are below the given indicators and therefore the data supports 
the assumption of normality. Due to the inclusion of categorical indicators a robust 
estimation method, weighted least square (WLSMV) estimator, was implemented in MPlus 
version 6.0.  
Measures 
 As previously discussed, the conceptual model included eleven variables as follows: 
parenting stress, fathering perceptions, father involvement, biological fathering, social 
fathering, paternal age, child gender, educational status, employment status, incarceration 
status, and household income. Parenting stress, fathering perceptions, and father involvement 
are latent constructs and the remainder of the variables are observed.  
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Table 2.1 
Father’s Demographic and Socioeconomic Characteristics at Baseline (N =  594) 
  Value N Frequency Percent Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 
Paternal Age    Range 15-53 years 594   25.892 7.633 1.444 1.875 
Child’s Gender Female                                         
Male 
594 
 
266 
328 
44.78 
55.52 
0.552 0.498 -0.210 -1.962 
Education Less than high school 
HS diploma/GED 
Some college or technical school 
College degree or higher 
594 
 
 
211 
250 
117 
16 
35.52 
42.09 
19.70 
2.69 
1.896 0.806 0.502 -0.502 
Employment Status No - Worked for Pay  
Yes - Worked for Pay  
591 
 
217 
374 
36.72 
63.28 
0.633 0.482 -0.553 -1.701 
Incarceration Status  No 
Yes 
587 
 
539 
48 
91.82 
8.18 
0.082 0.274 3.060 7.391 
Household Income $9,999 or less 
$19,999 - 10000 
$29,999 - 20000 
$39,999 - 30000 
$49,999 - 40000 
$59,999 - 50000 
$69,999 - 60000 
$79,999 - 70000 
$89,999 - 80000 
$99,999 - 90000 
$109,999 - 100000 
$119,999 - 110000 
$120,000 or more 
594 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
131 
122 
94 
80 
71 
12 
42 
5 
4 
2 
1 
-- 
30 
22.05 
20.54 
15.82 
13.47 
11.95 
2.02 
7.07 
0.84 
0.67 
0.34 
0.17 
-- 
5.05 
$36,952.86 $28,844.66 1.740 3.119 
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Table 2.2 
Descriptive Statistics of Sample Variables (N =594)  
  N Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 
Engagement F1                                                 428 0.000 1.000 -0.351 -1.350 
Engagement F2                                                 427 0.000 1.000 0.166 -1.565 
Engagement F3                                                427 0.000 1.000 0.630 -0.933 
Engagement F4                                                 401 0.000 1.000 0.712 -0.800 
Engagement F5                                                 402 0.000 1.000 -0.342 -1.432 
Engagement F6                                                 401 0.000 1.000 0.729 -0.537 
Engagement F7                                                 401 0.000 1.000 -0.922 -0.857 
Engagement F8                                                 401 0.000 1.000 -0.178 -1.510 
Engagement M1                                                 468 0.000 1.000 0.257 -1.458 
Engagement M2                                                 469 0.000 1.000 0.714 -0.948 
Engagement M3                                                509 0.000 1.000 1.273 0.469 
Engagement M4                                                 466 0.000 1.000 1.081 -0.148 
Engagement M5                                                 517 0.000 1.000 0.111 -1.614 
Engagement M6                                                 481 0.000 1.000 1.175 0.427 
Engagement M7                                                 482 0.000 1.000 -0.473 -1.550 
Engagement M8                                                 482 0.000 1.000 0.415 -1.392 
Accessibility                                                431 0.000 1.000 2.680 5.208 
Responsibility M1                                                 479 0.000 1.000 -1.438 0.067 
Responsibility M2                                                 481 0.000 1.000 -0.847 -1.289 
Responsibility F1                                                 423 0.000 1.000 -0.654 -1.580 
Responsibility F2                                                412 0.000 1.000 0.316 -1.910 
Fathering Perception 1                                                    590 0.731 0.444 -1.042 -0.918 
Fathering Perception 2                                                                                                       587 0.697 0.460 -0.858 -1.268
Fathering Perception 3                                                                                                    591 0.770 0.421 -1.286 -0.348
Parenting Stress 1                                                 397 2.809 1.123 -0.445 -1.190 
Parenting Stress 2 399 1.506 0.856 1.670 1.831 
Parenting Stress 3 395 1.987 1.143 0.701 -1.020 
Parenting Stress 4                                                  394 2.135 1.082 0.373 -1.224 
Biological Fathering                                                     594 0.907 0.843 0.177 -1.573 
Social Fathering 594 0.460 0.499 0.163 -1.980 
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 Father involvement and parenting stress were measured at Wave 2. Biological 
fathering, social fathering, fathering perceptions and all demographic and socioeconomic 
variables were measured at baseline (Wave 1). Alpha coefficients were obtained for scales 
with multiple items and computed using the sample from this study. Items were reverse 
coded when necessary so that higher scores indicate an increase in the given attribute. For 
example, a 4-point Likert scale with response options of 1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = 
disagree, and 4 = strongly disagree; was reverse coded (strongly disagree to strongly agree) 
to maintain item and response option consistency.  
 Demographics. The focal child’s gender is measured with a dummy variable where 
the variable equals 1 if the focal child is a male and 0 otherwise. The new father’s 
educational status is a four item response option ranging from 1 = less than high school to 4 
= college degree or higher. The new father’s employment status is coded as a dummy 
variable used to assess the new father’s employment status at the birth of his child. New 
fathers were asked, “Last week did you work regular work for pay,” indicating 1 if employed 
and 0 otherwise. The new father’s incarceration status at the time of his child’s birth is 
measured with a dummy variable indicating 1 if the father was in jail at the time of the birth 
and 0 otherwise. Household income was recoded into $10,000 increments ranging from $0 to 
$129,999. Similarly, new father’s age was assessed in years ranging from 15 to 53 years old.  
 Father involvement. Father involvement is a second order latent construct measured 
by three latent constructs and a single indicator. All father involvement variables were 
standardized to reduce the variance among the indicators in turn creating a more 
parsimonious model. The overall Cronbach alpha reliability estimate for father involvement 
(engagement, responsibility, and accessibility) is .92.  
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 Paternal engagement includes two identical latent constructs (self-reports by new 
fathers and mothers). The variable consists of an eight-item scale derived from the Early 
Head Start Parent Interview (1998). New fathers and mothers were asked how many days per 
week the new father played games, sung songs, read stories, told stories to child, played 
inside, took the child to visit relatives, hugged or showed physical affection to the child, and 
put the child in bed. Each response ranged from 0 to7 days a week. The Cronbach alpha 
reliability estimates for paternal engagement father’s report and paternal engagement 
mother’s report were .92 and .93, respectively. 
 Responsibility is a four-item scale consisting of new fathers and new mother’s 
response indicators. New fathers were asked, “Did you talk to your child’s doctor regarding 
how the child is doing in the past year?” and “During the past year, did you talk to child care 
provider about how child is doing?” These items were measured with dummy variables 
where the variable equals 1 if yes and 0 otherwise. Mothers were asked, “How often does the 
father look after (child) when you need to do things?” and “How often does he take (child) 
places (he/she) needs to go such as daycare or the doctor?” Mothers responded on an ordinal 
scale with responses ranging from 1 = often to 4 = never. Mothers’ response items were 
reverse coded and dichotomized where 1 equals an affirmative response (often, sometimes, 
and rarely) and 0 is otherwise. The Cronbach alpha reliability estimate for responsibility is 
.67 (the computed alpha score for this study includes the removal of the second father’s 
response indicator). Although the reliability of the scale may be somewhat questionable, the 
overall father involvement alpha has excellent internal consistency as previously mentioned.  
 Last, accessibility was measured by the new father’s answer to the question, “Did you 
see the child in the past 30 days?” This variable measures the frequency of the father’s 
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contact with his child.  
Intergenerational fathering. Intergenerational fathering is measured retroactively 
with two distinct observed variables: biological fathering and social fathering. Biological 
fathering consists of a dummy variable used to assess the new father’s relationships with his 
biological father. New fathers were asked, “How involved in raising you was your biological 
father?” indicating 1 if the father was involved and 0 otherwise. Similarly, social fathering is 
a dichotomous measure used to assess whether or not a new father had a man that was like a 
father/father-figure in his life. New fathers were asked, “Was there another man that was like 
a father to you when growing up,” indicating 1 if there was a social father present and 0 
otherwise. 
 Fathering perceptions. Fathering perceptions is a dichotomous measure used to 
assess new fathers perceptions of fathering. New fathers were asked to respond to the 
following questions: “Being a father is one of the most fulfilling experiences for a man”; “I 
want people to know that I have a new child”; and “Not being a part of my child’s life would 
be one of the worst things.” In the initial coding new fathers responded on a 4-point Likert 
scale with 1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = disagree, and 4 = strongly disagree. Due to the 
lack of variability, response items were dichotomized with 1 being strongly agreed and 0 
being other. The Cronbach alpha reliability estimate for fathering perceptions is .80. 
 Parenting stress. The items measuring parenting stress (aggravation in parenting) 
were derived from the Child Development Supplement of the Panel Study of Income 
Dynamics (PSID). The scale measures the amount of parenting stress brought on by changes 
in employment, income or other factors in the parent’s life. It was developed for the JOBS 
(Job Opportunity and Basic Skills Training Program) child outcome survey and several items 
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come from the Parent Stress Inventory (Abidin, 1995). This 4-item scale is based on 
statements in the survey stating, “being a parent is harder than I thought,” “I feel trapped by 
personal responsibilities,” “taking care of children is more work than pleasure,” and “I often 
feel tired and worn out from raising a family.” Participants responded on a 4-point Likert 
scale with 1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = disagree, and 4 = strongly disagree. These 
items were reverse coded. The Cronbach alpha reliability estimate for parenting stress is .55. 
Justification for the inclusion of this item and its limitations are discussed later.  
Data Analysis  
 Descriptive statistics were computed for this analysis using SAS, version 9.2 
statistical software. Structural equation modeling (SEM) analysis was conducted using 
MPLUS, version 6.0 (L. Muthén & Muthén, 2010). SEM analysis was conducted according 
to a two-step approach (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). First, an initial measurement model 
with all variables intercorrelated, was specified and tested with a CFA to examine the 
construct validity of the model. Secondly, the structural relationship between exogenous and 
endogenous variables was examined in a General SEM (structural model). In addition, a 
moderation analysis was conducted to examine the effect of father’s and mother’s multiple 
partner fertility and perceptions of co-parenting on parenting stress and father’s perceptions 
of fathering.  
 SEM has numerous advantages over traditional analytical techniques. First, SEM 
allows researchers to use observed variables to construct unobserved (latent) constructs, 
which have the strength of correcting for measurement error and thus creating a "true score" 
of a construct. Second, general SEM can accommodate a combination of latent and observed 
variables, which can serve as independent, control, or dependent variables (Bowen & Guo, 
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2011). Last, SEM can simultaneously calculate parameter estimates for multiple variables in 
a model that have unidirectional, cross-lagged, or bidirectional paths. Thus, transactional 
relationships can be investigated more clearly through SEM than through other analytic 
techniques, which model only unidirectional relationships and models with one dependent 
variable. In the presence of missing data, parameter estimates and model tests can be 
estimated using Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) methods as implemented in 
Mplus version 6.0.   
 In conducting an SEM it is important to include variables and path that reflect 
theoretically meaningful relationships. A variety of global fit indices will be used. These 
include the traditional overall chi square test of model fit (which should be statistically 
nonsignificant; Bollen, 1989; Kline, 2005); the root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA, which should be .06 or lower) with a 90% confidence interval between .05 and .1 
(Kline, 2005); the weighted root mean residual (WRMR, which should be less than 0.9; B. 
Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2010); and Tucker-Lewis index (TLI; Tucker & Lewis, 1973) and 
comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1990) values of .90 or greater (Hu & Bentler, 1995) . In 
addition to the global fit indices, other output will be examined for sources of poor fit. The 
standardized residual covariance matrix will be examined (a standardized residual covariance 
percentage can be calculated by counting the number of residuals greater than 2.58); 
modification indices; parameter estimates for the unstandardized factor loadings and their 
critical ratios (the desired CR of 2 or higher, which indicates significance at the p < .05 
level.); the standardized factor loadings, and squared multiple correlation of the endogenous 
latent variables.  
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Results 
Measurement Model 
 The measurement model for the three latent variables father involvement, parenting 
stress, and fathering perceptions was estimated as part of the larger SEM. All residual 
variances were assumed to be uncorrelated. The model chi square is 504.989 with df = 342, p 
= .000. RMSEA is .028 (90% confidence intervals are currently not available in Mplus 
version 6.0 using the WLSMV estimator); TLI is .919, and CFI is .926. The model was found 
to produce an average fit. Inspection of model diagnostics revealed that the source of ill fit 
was the nonsignifcant loading of RESPF2, the father’s response to paternal responsibility. 
Upon examination of the unstandardized parameters, the regression score for this indicator 
was not found to be significant at the p> .05 level with CR’s less than 2 for the factor 
loading. The standardized regression weights for this item yielded results of less than .40; 
therefore, the item was removed. In addition, the correlations between the three latent 
variables were found not to be significant and were therefore removed.  
 The revised model (Model 2) was re-fit to the data and the model yielded adequate fit. 
The model chi-square is 435.542 with df = 320, p = .000. Although the Model chi-square is 
still significant (p < .05), the normed chi-square is 1.361. RMSEA is .025, which is close to 
approximate fit. Other fit indices (TLI = .919 and CFI = .926) also indicate that the model is 
acceptable. In addition, more focused fit tests (e.g., examination of modification indices, 
standardized residuals) all suggested adequate model fit. An initial analysis of Models 1and 2 
is depicted in Table 2.3. The table shows that Model 2 was found to be a superior model on 
all modification indices and model fit criteria, and therefore, Model 2 is used as the baseline 
model for the general SEM.  
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Table 2.3 
Model Comparison (Comparison of fit indices for each model) 
Model  χ2  DF p-Value RMSEA (CI) CFI TLI WRMR 
Model 1 504.989 342 0.000 0.028 -- 0.898 0.888 0.925 
Model 2 435.542 320 0.000 0.025 -- 0.926 0.919 0.970 
Note. Mplus version 6.0 does not currently provide confidence intervals for RMSEA with the WLSMV estimator. 
Structural Model 
 The final SEM model (Model 3), shown in Figure 2.2, with 536 degrees of freedom, 
produced a chi-square of 715.872 (p=. 000), a root mean square approximation (RMSEA) of 
.024, a CFI of .91, a TLI of .90, and a WRMR of .90, all indicating a good fit to the data.  
Father involvement. The model yielded significant direct effects on father 
involvement for two of the six demographic and socioeconomic characteristics. The father’s 
age and prior incarceration status were negatively associated with father involvement and 
yielded the following results: father’s age (β = -0.115, p = 0.041); and incarceration status at 
baseline (β = -0.348, p < .001). The focal child’s gender, employments status, educational 
status and household income were found not to have a significant impact on father 
involvement.  
 Similarly, parenting stress; fathering perceptions; biological and social fathering were 
not found to have a significant impact on father involvement. The standardized structural 
parameters show that the following paths to father involvement were not significant: 
parenting stress (β = -0.071, p = 0.353); fathering perceptions (β = 0.016, p = 0.813); 
biological fathering (β = 0.041, p = 0.480); and social fathering (β = 0.052, p = 0.373).  
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General SEM of Predictors of Nonresidential African American Father Involvement 
 
Figure 2.2. General structural equation model examining the relationship between 
intergenerational fathering (biological and social), parenting stress, fathering perceptions and 
demographic characteristics on father involvement. Note. Chi-square = 715.872 with df = 
536 (p < .001), CFI = .91, TLI =. 90, and WRMR = .90 *p < .05 **p < .01 
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 Parenting stress and fathering perceptions. When examining parenting stress, 
significant structural paths were found with social fathering (β = 0.140, p = 0.030) and 
household income (β = -0.165, p = 0.024). Similarly, a significant path to fathering 
perceptions was found with new father’s employment status (β = 0.143, p = 0.007).  
 Covariate correlations. Several of the covariates in the model yielded significant 
correlations. Biological fathering was found to have significant associations with social 
fathering (r = -0.275, p < .001) and income (r = 0.114, p = 0.008). In addition to biological 
fathering, social fathering was also found to be significantly associated with household 
income (r = -0.095, p = 0.028); and employment status (r = -0.088, p = 0.036). The father’s 
age was found to have significant negative correlation with the child’s gender (r = -0.088, p 
= 0.031); and a positive correlation the father’s educational status (r = 0.205, p <. 001). 
Household income was found to be significant positive association with employment status (r 
= 0.221, p < .001); and educational status (r = 0.300, p < .001). Similar to household income, 
employment was found a significant association with educational status (r = 0.241, p < .001); 
and prior incarceration (r = -0.346, p < .001). Last, there was a strong association between 
the father’s educational status and prior incarceration (r = -0.164, p = 0.003).  
Discussion 
 This paper has examined new fathers’ perceptions of fathering, parenting stress, 
intergenerational fathering and demographic characteristics surrounding father involvement 
for nonresidential African American fathers. The underlying theoretical assumption in the 
current study was that fathering is uniquely sensitive to contextual, cultural, and personal 
factors. These factors serve as the foundation for the major domains of father involvement 
and can improve the level and quality of father involvement when negotiated correctly. 
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Based upon past research, several indicators are said to predict father involvement. 
Through the use of CFA the factors were found to clearly explain sets of variables, which 
significantly and logically addressed these underlying constructs in the 3-factor model. This 
shows that new fathers and mothers adequately understood the constructs to mean what they 
set out to measure.  
 The father involvement structural model (Figure 2.2) tested relationships between 
parenting stress, fathering perceptions, and biological and social fathering. The findings from 
the measurement model supported that the latent constructs have adequate construct validity. 
Therefore, the structural model incorporated direct effects of demographic and 
socioeconomic characteristics to serve as controls, providing a basis for hypothesizing 
relationships among these variables.  
 The present findings suggest that a new father’s age and prior incarceration status can 
have a detrimental impact on subsequent nonresidential father involvement. The statistically 
significant path coefficient in Figure 2.2 from age to father involvement (β = -0.115, p = 
0.041) suggests that father involvement tends to decrease as age increases. Like age, there 
was a statistically significant path coefficient between the father’s incarceration status at the 
birth of his child and father involvement (β = -0.348, p < .001), with father involvement 
tending to decrease when prior incarceration had taken place. The direct effects of age and 
incarceration on father involvement are consistent with the conceptual model identified 
earlier signifying an association among father’s personal and contextual factors and father 
involvement (Doherty et al., 1998).  
 Parenting stress, fathering perceptions, biological fathering, social fathering and other 
personal characteristics (child’s gender, educational status, employment, and household 
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income) were not found to have significant impact on nonresidential father involvement. The 
aforementioned hypotheses were not found to be true for these variables. The lack of 
significant findings may be in part because most studies have either relied solely on mother’s 
reports of father involvement or have used some combination of mothers and children’s 
reports. In contrast the current study used a combination of mother and father’s reports of 
father involvement. Mother’s report of the father-child relationship has often been found to 
be significantly different from that of fathers.  
 As mentioned previously the ever expanding definitions and measures used to assess 
the father involvement construct have caused difficulties in examining findings across 
fatherhood studies. Although the Lamb and colleagues’ (1985, 1987) measures are still 
widely used there are a number of factors that fail to address father involvement among 
nonresidential fathers. For example, father engagement was often conceptualized as time 
spent in direct interaction with the child. Studies measured the time fathers spent in varying 
fathering activities, but would often only report the total score of time spent. This measure of 
engagement does not account for the quality of the activity or the diverse aspects of 
fathering. Studies have also noted that fathers who live in the home with their child may have 
higher levels of accessibility than fathers residing outside of the home; therefore the measure 
of accessibility does not account for fathers who may live in different states or who are 
unable to visit their child daily due to custody arrangements. Tamis-LeMonda and Cabrera 
(1999) suggested that responsible parenting goes beyond direct interaction with the child; 
however this element tends to be overlooked in surveys. Fathers not residing in the home are 
often viewed as uninvolved by measures created for residential fathers. In addition, the 
framework fails to address the cultural variations in fathering across ethnic and racial groups. 
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Studies have found that African American nonresidential fathers have differing perspectives 
of fathering than that of the dominant American culture (Hamer, 1997).  
 Additional direct effects were tested in the current model. Household income was 
found to significantly impact parenting stress. The findings suggest that parenting stress 
increases as total household income decreases. More research is needed to identify the 
mechanisms of fathering through social father and the subsequent impact on future father 
involvement. The lack of adequate income has been associated with increased stress 
especially when compounded by nonresidential status.  
 Similar to parenting stress, fathering perceptions were found to be significantly 
impacted by the new father’s employment status. The findings suggest that fathering 
perceptions increase as employment status increases. Therefore, as new father’s become 
employed there are more likely to have increased positive perceptions of fathering. Since 
employment was found to be significantly associated with the father’s age, educational 
status, the presence of a social father, and prior incarceration status it assumed that the 
combination of cumulative disadvantage in these areas might cause nonresident father’s to 
have limited employment opportunities.  
Limitations 
The proposed study has several limitations. The first limitation is the definition of 
nonresidential. The Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing study used different measures at 
baseline through Wave 5 to establish the father’s residential status with the focal child. At the 
baseline fathers were asked, “Are you and your baby’s mother living together now,” whereas 
in subsequent waves respondents were asked, “How much of the time does the child live with 
you?” For the purposes of this study baseline residential status was used to determine the 
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sample, with the understanding that unmarried fathers have been found to be transient in their 
residential status and may change their residence throughout the course of their child’s life.  
The second limitation is that the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study 
measures intergenerational fathering (biological and social) retroactively. Retroactive 
measures may be prone to measurement unreliability based on the faulty memory of 
respondents (Finley & Schwartz, 2004). Therefore, it may be surmised that a man’s ability to 
accurately recall his biological father’s level of involvement when he was 15 years old may 
include some level of bias.  
A final limitation of the study is the use of a dichotomized measure for fathering 
perceptions and the lack of variability. Although new fathers originally responded to their 
perceptions of fathering on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly 
agree. Most new fathers (70% or higher) strongly agreed that being a father was one of the 
most fulfilling experiences for a man, that they wanted people to know that they had a new 
child and they felt that not being a part of their child’s life would be one of the worst things. 
With the majority of the sample strongly agreeing on positive fathering perceptions the 
variable was dichotomized to differentiate those fathers that strongly agreed regarding 
fathering perceptions from others. 
Conclusion and Implications  
 This study found that nonresidential African American fathers face unique barriers 
to fathering including prior incarceration, low levels of educational attainment, and periods 
of unemployment. In addition, these men do not live in the home with their children and the 
household income reported may be used to support children outside of the focal child. From 
prior study it was found that many of these men grew up in a single parent home and 
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replicated a similar household structure with their own children, yet still saw the importance 
of their role as fathers. These findings signify the need for continued examination of 
intergenerational father involvement, both biological and social, and the subsequent impact 
on new fathers’ perceptions of father involvement 
 From a practice perspective, a review of the fatherhood literature implies that there 
are many pathways for enhancing the quality of father involvement that can be malleable 
through intervention. The current study found that the new father’s age and incarceration 
status, at the birth of the child, have strong implications for future involvement. Fathering 
can potentially be enhanced through programs that assist in the facilitation of reintegration 
into the family and society following incarceration. In addition, interventions that focus on 
young fathers or those that foster educational and economic opportunities may improve 
subsequent involvement. Although biological and social fathering were not found to be 
significant within this study, prior studies (Roy, 2006) have found that new fathers often 
learn to father based upon how they were raised (whether positive or negative). Therefore, it 
is believed that these men may benefit from a group practice environment where they learn 
varying parenting techniques. This type of intervention would also allow the men to build 
social support.  
From a research perspective studies must continue to examine culturally relevant 
fathering perceptions and involvement. A greater understanding is needed regarding the 
domains of fathering for nonresidential fathers. When faced with additional barriers such 
incarceration, lack of employment; and the need for educational advancement these men may 
be unable to father in the traditional sense. Researchers must continue to create measures to 
better understand the domains of fathering for these men.  
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From a policy perspective, fatherhood policy should maintain collaborative efforts 
with the justice department and provide funding to aide in reintegration of fathers into the 
family and community following. In addition, the judicial system and fatherhood programs 
should provide parenting courses to fathers while incarcerated.  
 In acknowledging the complexity of the term father involvement, this paper 
concludes that father involvement should be defined as a multidimensional construct that 
encompasses diverse forms of involvement such as a father providing affective, cognitive, 
spiritual, ethical, financial, emotional, physical, and psychological support to his child 
(Hawkins & Palkovitz, 1999). 
 
 72 
REFERENCES: PAPER II 
Abidin, R. (1995). Parent stress inventory (3rd ed.). Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment 
Resources. 
Akbar, N. (1991). Visions for Black men. Nashville, TN: Winston-Derek. 
Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1988). Structural equation modeling in practice: A 
review and recommended two-step approach. Psychological Bulletin, 103(3), 411-
423. doi:10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.411 
Bentler, P. (1990). Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psychological Bulletin, 
107(2), 238-246. doi:10.1037/0033-2909.107.2.238 
Billingsley, A. (1992). Climbing Jacob's ladder: The enduring legacy of African-American 
families. New York, New York: Touchstone. 
Bollen, K. (1989). Structural equations with latent variables. New York, NY: John Wiley & 
Sons. 
Bowen, N. K., & Guo, S. (2011). Structural equation modeling. New York, NY: Oxford 
University Press. doi:10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195367621.001.0001 
Carlson, M., & Furstenberg, F. (2006). The prevalence and correlates of multipartnered 
fertility among urban U.S. parents. Journal of Marriage & Family, 68(3), 718-732. 
doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2006.00285.x 
Carlson, M., McLanahan, S., & Brooks-Gunn, J. (2008). Co-parenting and non-resident 
fathers’ involvement with young children after a non-marital birth. Demography (45), 
461-488. doi:10.1353/dem.0.0007 
Coles, R. L., & Green, C. (2010). The myth of the missing Black father. New York, NY: 
Columbia University Press. 
Dahl, G. B., & Moretti, E. (2008). The demand for sons. Review of Economic Studies, 75(4), 
1085-1120. doi:10.1111/j.1467-937X.2008.00514.x 
DeCarlo, L. T. (1997). On the meaning and use of kurtosis. Psychological Methods, 2, 292-
307. doi:10.1037/1082-989X.2.3.292 
Doherty, W. J., Kouneski, E. F., & Erickson, M. F. (1998). Responsible fathering: An 
overview and conceptual framework. Journal of Marriage and Family, 60(2), 277-
292. doi:10.2307/353848 
Early Head Start.(1998). Parent interview – For parents of 14-month-old 
infants.Administration for Children and Families. Retrieved from 
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/opre/parents_of_14month_0.pdf . 
 73 
Elder, G. (1998). The life course as developmental theory. Child Development, 69, 1-12.  
Forste, R., Bartkowski, J., & Jackson, R. (2009). " Just be there for them": Perceptions of 
fathering among single, low-income men. Fathering, 7, 49-69. 
doi:10.3149/fth.0701.49 
Gadsden, V., & Hall, M. (1999). Intergenerational learning: A review of the literature. 
Retrieved from http://fatherfamilylink.gse.upenn.edu/org/ncoff/litrev/ig-litrev.pdf 
Genovese, E. (1976). Roll ,Jordan, roll: The world the slaves made. 1972. New York, NY: 
Vintage. 
Hahn, S. (2003). A nation under our feet: Black political struggles in the rural South, from 
slavery to the great migration. Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press. 
Hamer, J. F. (1997). The fathers of 'fatherless' Black children. Families in Society, 78(6), 
564-578. doi:10.1606/1044-3894.3387 
Hawkins, A. J., & Dollahite, D. C. (1997a). Beyond the role-inadequacy perspective of 
fathering. In A. J. Hawkins & D. C. Dollahite (Eds.), Generative fathering: Beyond 
deficit perspectives. (pp. 3-16). Thousand Oaks, CA Sage. 
Hawkins, A. J., & Dollahite, D. C. (1997b). Generative fathering: Beyond deficit 
perspectives. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Hawkins, A. J., & Palkovitz, R. (1999). Beyond ticks and clicks: The need for more diverse 
and broader conceptualizations and measures of father involvement. Journal of Men's 
Studies, 8, 11-32. doi:10.3149/jms.0801.11 
Hill, R. (1972). The strengths of Black families. New York, NY: Emerson Hall. 
Hooks, b. (1981). Ain't I a woman: Black women and feminism. Boston, MA: South End 
Press. 
Hu, L-T., & Bentler, P. M. (1995). Evaluating model fit. In R. H. Hoyle (Ed.), Structural 
equation modeling: Concepts, issues and applications (pp. 76-99). Thousand Oaks, 
CA: Sage. 
Kline, R. (2005). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. New York, NY: 
Guilford Press. 
Lamb, M. (1997). The development of father–infant relationships. In M. E. Lamb (Ed.), The 
role of the father in child development (3rd ed., pp. 104-120). Hoboken, NJ: John 
Wiley & Sons. 
Lamb, M. (2004). The role of the father in child development. New York, NY: John Wiley & 
Sons. 
 74 
Lamb, M., Pleck, J., Charnov, E., & Levine, J. (1985). The role of the father in child 
development: The effects of increased paternal involvement. In B. B. Lahey & A. E. 
Kazdin (Eds.), Advances in clinical child psychology (pp. 229-266). New York, NY: 
Plenum.doi:10.1007/978-1-4613-9820-2_7 
Lamb, M., Pleck, J., Charnov, E., & Levine, J. (1987). A biosocial perspective on paternal 
behavior and involvement. In J. B. Lancaster, J. Altmann, A. S. Rossi & L. R. 
Sherrod (Eds.), Parenting across the life span: Biosocial dimensions. (pp. 111-142). 
Hawthorne, NY: Aldine. 
Levine, J., & Pitt, E. (1995). New expectations: Community strategies for responsible 
fatherhood. New York, NY: Families and Work Institute. 
Lewis, J. C. E., Garfinkel, I., & Qin, G. (2007). Incarceration and unwed fathers in fragile 
families. Journal of Sociology & Social Welfare, 34(3), 77-94. Retrieved from 
http://www.wmich.edu/hhs/newsletters_journals/jssw/ 
Lundberg, S., McLanahan, S., & Rose, E. (2007). Child gender and father involvement in 
fragile families. Demography, 44, 79-92. doi:10.1353/dem.2007.0007 
Macmillan, R., & Copher, R. (2005). Families in the life course: Interdependency of roles, 
role configurations, and pathways. Journal of Marriage and Family, 67(4), 858-879. 
doi:10.1111/j.1741-3737.2005.00180.x 
Martin, J., Hamilton, B., Sutton, P., Ventura, S., Menacker, F., Kirmeyer, S., …Mathews, T. 
J. (2009). Births: Final data for 2006. Hyattsville, MD: Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention/National Center for Health Statistics. Retrieved from 
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr57/nvsr57_07.pdf 
Mauer, M., & King, R. (2007). Uneven justice: State rates of incarceration by race and 
ethnicity. Retrieved from 
http://advancabag.com/documents/rd_stateratesofincbyraceandethnicity.pdf 
McAdoo, J. L. (1988). The roles of Black fathers in the socialization of Black children. . In 
H. P. McAdoo (Ed.), Black families (2nd ed). Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
Mumola, C. (2000). Incarcerated parents and their children (NCJ-182335). Washington, 
DC: US Department of Justice.  
Muthén, B., & Muthén, L. (1998-2010). Mplus user's guide. Los Angeles, CA: Muthén & 
Muthén. 
Muthén, L., & Muthén, B. (2010). Mplus software (Version 6). Los Angeles, CA: Muthén & 
Muthén.  
National Fatherhood Initiative. (2007). Father facts (5th ed.). Gaithersburg, MD: Author. 
Nock, S., & Einolf, C. (2008). The one hundred billion dollar man: The annual public costs 
 75 
of father absence. Retrieved from http://www.fatherhood.org/Document.Doc?id=136 
Patterson, O. (1982). Slavery and social death. A comparative study. Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press. 
Perry, A. (2009). The influence of the extended family on the involvement of nonresident 
African American fathers. Journal of Family Social Work, 12(3), 211-226. 
doi:10.1080/10522150903046390 
Phillips, S. D., Barth, R. P., Burns, B. J., & Wagner, H. R. (2004). Parental arrest and 
children involved with child welfare services agencies. American Journal of 
Orthopsychiatry, 74(2), 174-186. doi:10.1037/0002-9432.74.2.174 
Pleck, J. H. (2010). Paternal involvement revised conceptualizations and theoretical linkages 
with child outcomes. In M. Lamb (Ed.), The role of the father in child development 
(pp. 58-93). Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons. 
Rawick, G. (1972). The American slave: A composite autobiography (Vol. 5): Westport, CT: 
Greenwood Press. 
Roggman, L., Fitzgerald, H., Bradley, R., & Raikes, H. (2002). Methodological, 
measurement, and design issues in studying fathers: An interdisciplinary perspective. 
In C. S. Tamis-LeMonda & N. J. Cabrera (Eds.), Handbook of father involvement 
multidisciplinary perspectives (pp. 1-30). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlabaum 
Associates. 
Roy, K. (2006). Father stories: A life course examination of paternal identity among low- 
income African American men. Journal of Family Issues, 27(1), 31-54. 
doi:10.1177/0192513x05275432 
Smith, C. A., Krohn, M. D., Chu, R., & Best, O. (2005). African American fathers: Myths 
and realities about their involvement with their firstborn children. Journal of Family 
Issues, 26(7), 975-1001. doi:10.1177/0192513x05275421 
Sonenstein, F., Malm, K., & Billing, A. (2002). Study of fathers’ involvement in permanency 
planning and child welfare casework. Retrieved from http://aspe.hhs.gov/hsp/CW-
dads02/ 
Sweeney, M. M., & Phillips, J. A. (2004). Understanding racial differences in marital 
disruption: Recent trends and explanations. Journal of Marriage & Family, 66(3), 
639-650. doi:10.1111/j.0022-2445.2004.00043.x 
Tamis-LeMonda, C., & Cabrera, N. (1999). Perspectives on father involvement: Research 
and policy. Social Policy Report: Society for Research in Child Development, 13(2), 
1-32.  
Tejada-Vera, B., & Sutton, P. (2009). Births, marriages, divorces, and deaths: Provisional 
data for 2008. Hyattsville, MD: CDC/NCHS. Retrieved from 
 76 
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr57/nvsr57_19.pdf 
Terrell, B. P. (2005). The impact of ethnic socialization and ethnic identity on the self-esteem 
and parenting attitudes of African American fathers. Best Practice in Mental Health: 
An International Journal, 1(1), 86-104.  
Trent, K., & South, S. J. (2003). Spousal alternatives and marital relations. Journal of Family 
Issues, 24(6), 787-810. doi:10.1177/0192513x03252779 
Tucker, L. R., & Lewis, C. (1973). A reliability coefficient for maximum likelihood factor 
analysis. Psychometrika, 38(1), 1-10.  
U.S. Census Bureau. (2009). America's families and living arrangements. Washington, DC: 
Retrieved from http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/census-bureau-news----
2009-americas-families-and-living-arrangements-81699797.html 
Ventura, S. (2009). Changing patterns of nonmarital childbearing in the United States. 
CDC/NCHS. Retrieved from 
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr48/nvs48_16.pdf 
Woldoff, R., & Cina, M. (2007). Regular work, underground jobs, and hustling: An 
examination of paternal work and father involvement. Fathering, 5(3), 153-173. 
doi:10.3149/fth.0503.153 
 
  
PAPER III 
IMPLICATIONS OF MULTIPLE PARTNER FERTILITY AND CO-PARENTAL 
RELATIONSHIPS ON NONRESIDENTIAL AFRICAN AMERICAN FATHER 
INVOLVEMENT  
Changing family structures and parental roles have led to the erosion of traditional 
fathering, which is defined as the physically present father who serves as the unique family 
breadwinner (Doherty, Kouneski, & Erickson, 1998). With increased rates of both divorce 
and nonmarital births, many fathers have taken on roles that were once thought to be 
exclusive to the mother. In her forward to Andrew Billingsley’s book, Climbing Jacob’s 
Ladder, Paula Giddings wrote “looking at the African-American family through the 
[historical] lens of what it has done, against all odds, to sustain its coherence brings one to a 
very different conclusion than looking at it merely as a deficit model” (Billingsley, 1992, p. 
11). Giddings’ statement is important in understanding that African American families have 
shown great strength and cohesiveness throughout history. The history of African American 
families has strong implications for current family structures and the way in which African 
American men father. 
Historical research on the African American family shows that although fathers have 
traditionally been ignored in family studies and intergenerational learning research they were 
in fact present and needed in the family across time (Genovese, 1976; McAdoo, 1988; 
Patterson, 1982). Past child and family researchers regarded fathers as unimportant 
peripheral figures in children’s lives, suggesting that as long as fathers provided sufficient 
economic means, the child was thought to develop normally. As research and interest in 
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fathers has evolved, studies have conclusively found that fathers do matter, father 
involvement in all forms is needed for child well-being, and father involvement has 
psychological implications for the lives of children and young adults (Amato, 1994; Cabrera, 
Tamis-LeMonda, Bradley, Hofferth, & Lamb, 2000; Livingston & McAdoo, 2007).  
Contemporary fatherhood researchers have identified the need for a strengths-based 
approach to fathering that focuses on fathers and their unique contributions to child 
development (Hawkins & Dollahite, 1997a, 1997b; Hawkins & Palkovitz, 1999). An 
examination of fathering in varying family structures is particularly important in the African 
American community where the percentage of African American fathers living apart from 
their biological children increased from 44% in 1980 to 50% in 2009, indicating the number 
of nonresident biological fathers in African American homes with children is currently 5.7 
million (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009a).  
The purpose of the current study is to examine the impact of multiple partner fertility 
and co-parental relationship on nonresidential African American father involvement. The 
current study defines multiple partner fertility (MPF) as having children with more than one 
partner (Doherty et al., 1998; Lewis, Garfinkel, & Qin, 2007; McLanahan, 2006); and co-
parenting is defined as the interactions between a mother and father that are specific to their 
child (Pasley & Braver, 2004). In addition, the study examined mother and fathers’ MPF and 
perceptions of the co-parental relationship as moderators of associations among parenting 
stress, fathering perceptions and father involvement.  
It is important to note that focal fathers in this study are referred to as new fathers, 
meaning fathers who experienced the birth of a focal child between 1998 and 2000. Many of 
the men identified as new fathers also have additional children outside of the focal child. For 
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the purpose of this paper the term nonresidential father refers to biological fathers who do 
not reside in the home with their children. Circumstances that contribute to nonresidential 
status include divorce; separation; nonmarital birth where fathers may have limited access to 
the child; or incarceration and abandonment (Nock & Einolf, 2008; Sonenstein, Malm, & 
Billing, 2002).  
Background and Significance 
African American fathers have served essential roles in the family system even in 
periods of great turmoil and distress (Frey, 2004; Genovese, 1976; Greenberg, 2009; 
McAdoo, 1988; Patterson, 1982). Historically, marriage was a foundational institution in the 
African American community; even in times of enslavement when laws deemed African 
Americans unfit to marry. Patterson examined the era of enslavement and found African 
American men to be devoted fathers and husbands (1982). During this period African 
Americans were barred from entering into contracts including marriage and were thought to 
lack the moral fortitude that marriage contracts required. Many African American slaves 
enlisted the ceremonial tradition of jumping the broom in which they considered themselves 
to be married, regardless of legal recognition (Franke, 1999).  
However, in contemporary times, marriage has been replaced largely by alternative 
institutions (i.e., single parent homes, cohabitation, and children by multiple partners); which 
has led to the need for co-parenting outside of the marital relationship. In addition, a large 
number of African American men have experienced school drop-out, incarceration, and job 
loss that may further impact the once solid bond of African American families. Although 
family kinship networks continue to play a strong role for African Americans (Perry, 2009), 
historic and contemporary barriers have sought to remove the African American father from 
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the home. This paper seeks to have a better understanding of how contemporary barriers 
impact nonresidential African American fathers’ involvement and the subsequent impact they 
have on perceptions of fathering and fathers’ level of stress as it relates to parenting.  
Contemporary Barriers to Nonresidential Father Involvement 
In the past decade unique barriers to father involvement have evolved. Doherty and 
colleagues (1998) noted that “it appears there are personal, relational, cultural, and 
institutional barriers specific to fathering that inhibit fathers’ presence in the lives of children 
with whom they do not live” (p. 282). Some of these barriers include the changes in family 
structure (e.g., divorce and nonmarital births), MPF and the ambiguity of co-parental roles. 
 Divorce and nonmarital births. For fathers, the two most common pathways to 
nonresidential status are divorce and nonmarital birth (Doherty et al., 1998). As compared 
with divorce rates of 16% in 1960, today between 40% and 50% of first marriages end in 
divorce (Tejada-Vera & Sutton, 2009). Studies have found that African Americans report 
lower marital quality and have higher incidence of marital dissolution than Caucasian 
couples (Sweeney & Phillips, 2004; Trent & South, 2003). High marital quality has been 
found to be a significant predictor of overall happiness and adult well-being and low marital 
quality was associated with a greater risk of marital dissolution (Previti & Amato, 2003; 
Schoen, Astone, Rothert, Standish, & Kim, 2002). However, Marks, Hopkins-Williams, 
Chaney, Nesteruk, and Sasser (2010) discussed the lack of research on positive, happy, and 
satisfied African American marriages. In their study the researchers examined a sample of 
married African American couples living in inner cities (e.g., Boston, Cleveland, and New 
Orleans). The researchers (Marks et al., 2010) found that fathers in these couples were more 
than willing to discuss the need for constant communication with their spouses and the 
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unifying influence that raising children had on their marriages. The men expressed 
appreciation for their wives support and concern, strength, and sense of security; while the 
wives discussed their husband’s support, tenderness and commitment to the sacredness of 
their marriages.  
 In addition to marital dissolution, the second pathway to nonresidential father status is 
nonmarital birth. As noted above, the overall percentage of nonmarital births steadily 
increased and peaked in 2009. Such births accounted for 5% of all births in 1960, 18.4% in 
1980, 28% in 1990, and nearly 41% in 2009 (National Fatherhood Initiative, 2007; U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2009a; Ventura, 2009). The overall percentage of births to unmarried women 
slightly declined in 2010 (40.8%) and in preliminary data for 2011 (40.7%) (Hamilton, 
Martin, & Ventura, 2012; Martin et al., 2012).  
 Historically, nonmarital birth rates have differed largely by race, with unmarried 
African American women experiencing higher rates of nonmarital birth than unmarried 
Caucasian (including Hispanic) women; however, the gap has lessened since nonmarital birth 
rates for unmarried Caucasian women have increased more steadily than those of unmarried 
African American women (Hamilton et al., 2012; Martin et al., 2012). Approximately 72.3% 
of unmarried African American women experienced a nonmarital birth in 2011, according to 
preliminary data, as compared to 29.1% of unmarried Caucasian women (Hamilton et al., 
2012). The high rates of nonmarital births among African Americans are further compounded 
by premarital cohabitation and delayed rates of union formation. Manning and Smock (2002) 
found that of all ethnicities, African American cohabitating women are least likely to expect 
to marry.  
 Further indication of the implications for children of nonresident fathers has been 
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found by researchers who examined the frequency of child visitation among divorced and 
never-married fathers. Thirty percent of children living apart from their fathers had no 
contact with their father at all; while an additional 31% had in-person, phone, or letter 
contact with their fathers less than once per month. Similarly, 26% of nonresident fathers live 
in a different state than their children; and 50% of children with nonresident fathers have 
never visited the place where their father lives (Nock & Einolf, 2008; Stewart, 2003). The 
growing rate of diverse family structures speaks to the need to examine existing barriers to 
father involvement for nonresidential fathers.  
 Multiple partner fertility. Researchers have identified MPF as a contemporary 
factor that affects the complex formation of today’s diverse family structures. These family 
systems include unmarried and married parents with children from other partnerships 
(Carlson & Furstenberg, 2006). MPF has been attributed to nonmarital births and 
demographic shifts in marriage patterns (e.g., postponement of marriage and marital 
dissolution) (Guzzo & Furstenberg, 2007). McLanahan (2006) found that 60% of unmarried 
adults with children and 24% of married couples were raising a child from another 
relationship, irrespective of race.  
 Multiple-partner fertility has potentially negative consequences for individuals, 
families and communities. Couples report higher conflict and lower relationship quality in 
relationships in which either the mother or the father has had children with a previous partner 
(Carlson & Fustenberg, 2006). Men and women who have children with multiple partners 
have reduced chances of marriage (Guzzo & Furstenberg, 2007; Upchurch, Lillard, & Panis, 
2001). Men with children from multiple partners may be viewed as less desirable during the 
mate selection process due to the status of their co-parenting relationship and the potential 
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difficulty in maintaining financial obligations for multiple children (Manning & Smock, 
1999, 2000).  
 Research in the African American community has found that MPF is rare among 
teenage mothers. The Guttmacher Institute (2010) reported that the nationwide pregnancy 
rate for African American women ages 15 to 19 declined by 45% between 1990 and 2005, 
before increasing in 2006 for all racial and ethnic groups. These data contradict the portrayal 
of the promiscuous African American teenager often depicted in media and research. In 
contrast, MPF was found to be high among African American adult mothers and fathers. 
African American fathers were twice as likely as Caucasian fathers to exhibit MPF (Fragile 
Families, 2002). As a result, MPF has important implications for children for nonresident 
father involvement. Nonresidential fathers may have a difficult time remaining involved with 
their children in the face of societal, economic and co-parental pressures.  
 Co-parental relationship. Navigating the co-parental relationship as a nonresidential 
father may serve as a potential barrier to father involvement. A co-parenting agreement is 
generally negotiated with the child’s mother following divorce or nonmarital birth. As 
mentioned previously, many fathers lose contact with their children following a divorce. 
Studies have provided evidence that the co-parental relationship may differ across racial and 
ethnic groups (Carlson, McLanahan, & Brooks-Gunn, 2008). Mott (1990) found that African 
American fathers’ nonresidential status was fairly transient suggesting a less formalized co-
parental relationship with the child’s mother. Co-parental conflict may also occur in 
situations where father absence from the home is desired by both members of the couple (as 
opposed to involuntary due to incarceration, deployment, etc.; Nock & Einolf, 2008). Pasley 
and Braver (2004) found that more attention is needed to understand the role that the co-
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parental relationship plays in either aiding or impeding nonresidential father involvement, 
especially among African American fathers.  
Consequences of Father Absence 
 Social ills. Father absence, has strong linkages with a large number of societal ills, 
including violent crime, drug and alcohol abuse, truancy, teenage pregnancy, and suicide 
(Baskerville, 2002). Studies have consistently shown that large numbers of state and federal 
prisoners, high-school dropouts, pregnant teenagers, and adolescents who commit major 
crimes come from homes where the father is absent (Daniels, 2000; Institute for Marriage 
and Public Policy, 2005; National Fatherhood Initiative, 2007). In a meta-analysis conducted 
by the Institute for Marriage and Public Policy (2005), 23 peer-reviewed journal articles 
published between 2000 and 2005 were reviewed to determine how family structure (e.g., 
parental marital status) affected children’s propensity towards crime and delinquency as 
teenagers and young adults. The report showed 20 of 23 articles indicated that living in a 
two-parent home had protective factors toward reducing individual risk factors and the 
overall level of crime among youth.  
 Although research has shown support for two-parent households, Hill (1972) 
discussed the strengths of African American families and their ability to adapt to various 
family structures such as strong kinship bonds, strong work orientation, adaptability of 
family roles, strong achievement orientation and strong religious orientation. These strengths 
are found across racial groups, but Hill (1972) posited that the strengths were adopted as a 
survival mechanism for African American families. Although some African American 
fathers may be physically absent from the home, they (and their extended families) may still 
actively participate in the lives of African American children. These varying family 
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structures have been found to encourage creativity and resilience in African American 
children, in turn creating positive child outcomes (Billingsley, 1992; Coles & Green, 2010; 
Hill, 1972).  
 Poverty. Given that the absence of the father in the home has been established as a 
primary contributor to family poverty (Nock & Einolf, 2008), it is important to discuss 
poverty within the context of father absence. Forty percent of single-mother households were 
found to be impoverished as compared to only 8.8% of two-parent households (Nock & 
Einolf, 2008). Single-mother households are largely attributed to divorce and nonmarital 
births rather than death of a spouse. In a new national report conducted by the U.S. Census 
Bureau (2009b) researchers reported that only 47% of the mothers who were awarded child 
support in 2007 received the full amount due, with the majority receiving partial or no 
payment. The lack of child support payments is even more common among the never-
married population than the divorced population across races. However, Johnson (2001) 
found that unmarried African American fathers were more likely to provide financial support 
to their child’s mother during her pregnancy as compared to other races. Among divorced 
parents, 51% received the full amount of child support due while only 39% of the never-
married parents received the designated amount (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009b). Differential 
child support payment statistics support the NFI’s findings that divorce may not cause the 
same level of economic distress that unmarried motherhood does (Nock & Einolf, 2008).   
These findings have considerable implications for the African American community 
because divorce has been shown to have a larger economic impact for African American 
children than for their Caucasian counterparts. Page and Stevens (2005) found that at 2 years 
post-divorce, family income among Caucasian children had decreased by 30% whereas 
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family income had decreased by 53% for African American children. Although a father’s 
standard of living often increases following divorce, women and children may fall into 
poverty (Nock & Einolf, 2008). Divorced women with children were found to be 4 times 
more likely than married women to live below the federal poverty line (U.S. Census Bureau, 
2009c).  
Moreover, these differences in family incomes by race were found to increase over 
time, with Caucasian households recovering nearly 35% of their income as compared to little 
or no improvement in African American families’ income. Page and Stevens (2005) also 
reported that at 3 years or greater post-divorce, household income for divorced African 
American mother-headed families was 47% lower than before divorce. Remarriage 
accounted for almost all of the recovery among Caucasian families. Approximately 30% of 
the divorced Caucasian parents in the study remarried before the end of the sample period, as 
compared to 15% of the divorced African American parents. 
The researchers also found that in addition to remarriage, marriage offers single 
parent households a way out of poverty. The study determined that 2 years after the single 
parents of Caucasian children married, family income rose by 45%. In the same situation, 
family income of African American children rose by 89%, indicating that the financial well-
being of African American children benefits greatly from a two-parent (biological or step-
parent) married household. However, the difference in income gain was not statistically 
significant due to the small sample size of African American children in the study whose 
parents decided to marry. The researchers found that the long-term income results for 
Caucasian families who married were only slightly lower than the initial gains; however, 
African American families’ income gains decreased largely over time.  
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Given its potential influence on child well-being, prior research has sought to identify 
factors that promote or inhibit nonresident father involvement. The current study seeks to 
expand the fathering literature by examining the direct effect and moderating impact of MPF 
and the co-parental relationship on factors associated with nonresidential African American 
father involvement. Greater understanding of the men’s family structure and co-parental 
relationship experiences will inform interventions, policy, and further research to improve 
father involvement for this underserved population. The current study will address the 
following hypotheses:  
Hypothesis 1: Fathers and mother’s MPF are associated with nonresidential father 
involvement. New fathers and mothers who have children by multiple partners will 
demonstrate less nonresidential father involvement than those with children by the same 
partner.  
Hypothesis 2: New fathers and mother’s perception of their co-parental relationship is 
associated with their level of father involvement. The more positive a mother or father 
perceives the co-parental relationship to be; the more the higher the father’s level of 
involvement.  
Hypothesis 3a-b: Fathers and mother’s MPF moderate the association between 
fathering perceptions and father involvement. Fathers and mothers with children from 
multiple partners will report less positive perceptions of fathering than those with children by 
one partner.  
Hypothesis 4a-b: Fathers and mother’s MPF will moderate the association between 
parenting stress and father involvement. Fathers and mothers with children from multiple 
partners will report higher levels of parenting stress as it relates to father involvement than 
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those with children by one partner.  
Hypothesis 5a-b: Fathers and mother’s perceptions of co-parenting will moderate the 
association between fathering perceptions and father involvement. Fathers and mothers with 
a positive coparental relationship will report more positive perceptions of fathering than 
those with a negative relationship.  
Hypothesis 6a-b: Fathers and mother’s perceptions of co-parenting will moderate the 
association between parenting stress and father involvement. Fathers and mothers with a 
positive coparental relationship will report lower levels of parenting stress as it relates to 
father involvement than those with a negative relationship.  
Conceptual Framework 
 The conceptual model (Figure 3.1) for this study was derived from Doherty, 
Kouneski, and Erickson’s (1998) model of paternal investment which identifies five key 
domains of influence on fathering: contextual factors, child factors, mother factors, relational 
factors (i.e., the co-parental relationship), and father factors. The conceptual framework is 
important to this study due to the inclusion of factors outside of the father. The 
aforementioned research has discussed the importance of the father to the familial system and 
this framework allows for the inclusion of father involvement (through the father-child bond) 
regardless of residential status.  
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Conceptual Model of Predictors of Nonresidential African American Father Involvement 
 
Figure 3.1. Conceptual model of the predictors of nonresidential African American father 
involvement. Latent constructs are represented in the figure as ovals and observed indicators 
are represented as squares/ rectangles. The association between the variables is denoted with 
a +/- symbol.  
Paternal Investment Theory 
 The paternal investment theory focuses on the direct relationship between father and 
child (Doherty et al., 1998). This theory highlights the father-child relationship for all fathers 
in terms of the four domains of responsible fathering outlined in Levine and Pitt (1995): (a) 
paternity, a man establishes his legal paternity if and when has a child; (b) presence, a man 
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actively shares with the mother of his child, beginning at pregnancy, in the emotional and 
physical care of his child; (c) economic support, a man shares with the child’s mother in the 
continued financial support of his child; and (d) involvement, a man waits to have a child 
until he is emotionally and financially ready to support his child. 
 Under the responsible fathering framework, Doherty and colleagues (1998) identified 
personal, relational, and contextual factors that influenced the father-child bond. The factors 
include:  
1. Father factors of race, age, role identification, knowledge, skills, commitment, 
psychological well-being, employment status, residential status, and incarceration.  
2. Mother factors of attitude toward father, expectations of father, support of father, 
employment, and presence of children from other partners.  
3. Co-parenting relationship factors such as marital status, custodial arrangement, 
and confrontation or conflict.  
4. Child factors such as gender, age, attitude toward father, and behavior.  
5. Contextual factors such as institutional practices, employment opportunities, 
cultural expectations, and social support.  
 The father-child relationship is said to exist within a larger family and societal 
context. The father, mother, and child each have specific attributes that impact the father-
child bond, in addition to the relational interactions of these three entities. Although all 
factors are deemed important, the conceptual model used in this study will focus on father, 
child and contextual factors that directly impact father involvement. Fathering research has 
deemed the following characteristics as important: the father’s age; employment status 
(Woldoff & Cina, 2007); educational status; incarceration status at baseline (Lewis et al., 
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2007; Mauer & King, 2007; Mumola, 2000; Phillips, Barth, Burns, & Wagner, 2004); 
household income and the child’s gender (Dahl & Moretti, 2008; Lundberg, McLanahan, & 
Rose, 2007); MPF (Doherty et al., 1998; Lewis et al., 2007; McLanahan, 2006); and the co-
parenting relationship (Pasley & Braver, 2004). 
Method 
Study Data and Design  
Data were drawn from the baseline wave of the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing 
Study. The Fragile Families Study is based on a longitudinal stratified random sample that is 
representative of hospital births in 20 U.S. cities. The weighted data are representative of 
births in U.S. cities with populations over 200,000 in 1999. The sample was not stratified 
geographically; instead it was stratified by policy environments and labor market conditions 
in the different cities. The sampling occurred in three stages: cities, hospitals within cities, 
and births within hospitals. The original study contains both marital and nonmarital births. 
The researchers oversampled nonmarital births and conducted baseline interviews with 75% 
of unwed fathers. Therefore, the study includes rich data on underrepresented populations 
that have previously been difficult to obtain.  
Although the Fragile Families study was designed to follow the lives of children born 
to unmarried parents, the sample also includes a comparison sample of children born to 
married parents. The study consists of interviews with both mothers and fathers and follows a 
cohort of approximately 5,000 children born between 1998 and 2000. At baseline, mothers 
were interviewed in the hospital soon after the child’s birth. The majority of fathers were also 
interviewed in the hospital with others being interviewed via telephone. Follow-up interviews 
were performed by telephone with both parents when the child was one-, 3-, 5-, and 9-years 
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old. Data from the first four waves of the core study are available to the public. The fifth 
wave of data (Year 9) will be available to the public in 2012.  
The core study uses a repeated measures design to address questions pertaining to the 
conditions and capabilities of unmarried parents, especially fathers; the nature of the 
relationships between unmarried parents; the welfare of children born into these fragile 
families; and the impact of policies and environmental conditions on these families and their 
children. Mothers and fathers answered survey questions regarding attitudes, relationships, 
parenting behavior, demographic characteristics, health (mental and physical), economic and 
employment status, neighborhood characteristics, and program participation. Follow-up 
interviews were performed and examined areas of access to and use of healthcare services, 
childcare services, and welfare and child support agencies. Additional follow-up included in-
home surveys, which assessed children’s cognitive and emotional development as well as 
their physical environment (see http://www.fragilefamilies.princeton.edu for more 
information).  
Current Study Sample 
 The current study’s analysis focused on a subset (n = 594) of the full Fragile Families 
sample (N = 4,700). Specifically, African American men with the following characteristics 
were included in the sample for this study: fathers who experienced the birth of a biological 
child between 1998 and 2000, fathers who were not married to the focal child’s mother at 
birth, and fathers who were not residing in the home with the mother of the focal child at 
birth. The men’s ages range from 15 to 53 years old, with a mean age of 26 years old. Sixty-
three percent (n = 374) of the fathers had worked for pay in the past week; and the average 
household income is $37,000. The fathers where asked about their highest level of education 
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completed and 35% (n = 211) of those sampled had less than a high school education, 42% 
(n=250) of the fathers graduated high school or received an equivalent education, 20% 
(n=117) attended some level of college or technical school, and 3% (n=16) graduated from 
college or went on to graduate school. Eight percent (n=48) identified that they were 
incarcerated at the time of their child’s birth.  
 Fifty-five percent (n = 328) of the fathers sampled had a male focal child. Many of 
the new father’s sampled also had children from multiple partners (55%, n = 329). In 
addition to the aforementioned father and child characteristics; biological mothers’ MPF and 
perceptions of co-parenting were included in the analysis. Similar to fathers, 58% (n = 340) 
of biological mothers had children multiple partners. Table 3.1 provides descriptive statistics 
of the sample.
  
Table 3.1 
Father’s Demographic and Socioeconomic Characteristics at Baseline (N=594) 
  Value N Frequency % Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 
Paternal age    Range 15-53 years 594   25.892 7.633 1.444 1.875 
Child’s gender Female                                         
Male 
594 
 
266 
328 
44.78 
55.52 
0.552 0.498 -0.210 -1.962 
MPF – Father No 
Yes 
593 
 
264 
329 
44.52 
55.48 
0.555 0.497 -0.221 -1.958 
MPF – Mother No 
Yes 
590 
 
250 
340 
42.37 
57.63 
0.576 0.494 -0.309 -1.911 
Education Less than high school 
HS diploma/GED 
Some college or technical school 
College degree or higher 
594 
 
 
211 
250 
117 
16 
35.52 
42.09 
19.70 
2.69 
1.896 0.806 0.502 -0.502 
Employment status No - Worked for Pay  
Yes - Worked for Pay  
591 
 
217 
374 
36.72 
63.28 
0.633 0.482 -0.553 -1.701 
Incarceration status  No 
Yes 
587 
 
539 
48 
91.82 
8.18 
0.082 0.274 3.060 7.391 
Household income $9,999 or less 
$19,999 - 10000 
$29,999 - 20000 
$39,999 - 30000 
$49,999 - 40000 
$59,999 - 50000 
$69,999 - 60000 
$79,999 - 70000 
$89,999 - 80000 
$99,999 - 90000 
$109,999 - 100000 
$119,999 - 110000 
$120,000 or more 
594 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
131 
122 
94 
80 
71 
12 
42 
5 
4 
2 
1 
-- 
30 
22.05 
20.54 
15.82 
13.47 
11.95 
2.02 
7.07 
0.84 
0.67 
0.34 
0.17 
-- 
5.05 
$36,952.86 $28,844.66 1.740 3.119 
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Data Normality  
 Data normality was evaluated using univariate indices of skewness and kurtosis to 
determine if the absolute value of any of these indices was greater than 3.0 (Kline, 2005). 
DeCarlo (1997) suggests kurtosis values over 10.0 are problematic. The skewness and 
kurtosis indices for our measures are presented in Tables 3.1 and 3.2. Due to the marginal 
kurtosis value of one variable and our use of categorical indicators a robust estimation 
method, weighted least squares (WLSMV) estimator, was implemented in MPlus version 6.0.  
Table 3.2 
Descriptive Statistics of Sample Variables (N= 594)  
  N Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 
Engagement F1                                                 428 0.000 1.000 -0.351 -1.350 
Engagement F2                                                 427 0.000 1.000 0.166 -1.565 
Engagement F3                                                427 0.000 1.000 0.630 -0.933 
Engagement F4                                                 401 0.000 1.000 0.712 -0.800 
Engagement F5                                                 402 0.000 1.000 -0.342 -1.432 
Engagement F6                                                 401 0.000 1.000 0.729 -0.537 
Engagement F7                                                 401 0.000 1.000 -0.922 -0.857 
Engagement F8                                                 401 0.000 1.000 -0.178 -1.510 
Engagement M1                                                 468 0.000 1.000 0.257 -1.458 
Engagement M2                                                 469 0.000 1.000 0.714 -0.948 
Engagement M3                                                509 0.000 1.000 1.273 0.469 
Engagement M4                                                 466 0.000 1.000 1.081 -0.148 
Engagement M5                                                 517 0.000 1.000 0.111 -1.614 
Engagement M6                                                 481 0.000 1.000 1.175 0.427 
Engagement M7                                                 482 0.000 1.000 -0.473 -1.550 
Engagement M8                                                 482 0.000 1.000 0.415 -1.392 
Accessibility                                                431 0.000 1.000 2.680 5.208 
Responsibility M1                                                 479 0.000 1.000 -1.438 0.067 
Responsibility M2                                                 481 0.000 1.000 -0.847 -1.289 
Responsibility F1                                                 423 0.000 1.000 -0.654 -1.580 
Responsibility F2                                                412 0.000 1.000 0.316 -1.910 
Fathering Perception 1                                                    590 0.731 0.444 -1.042 -0.918 
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  N Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 
Fathering Perception 2                                                                                                       587 0.697 0.460 -0.858 -1.268
Fathering Perception 3                                                                                                    591 0.770 0.421 -1.286 -0.348
Parenting Stress 1                                                 397 2.809 1.123 -0.445 -1.190 
Parenting Stress 2 399 1.506 0.856 1.670 1.831 
Parenting Stress 3 395 1.987 1.143 0.701 -1.020 
Parenting Stress 4                                                  394 2.135 1.082 0.373 -1.224 
Coparenting (Father) 412 3.347 1.227 -0.282 -0.888 
Coparenting (Mother) 469 3.160 1.289 -0.186 -1.034 
 
Measures 
 As previously discussed, the conceptual model included fourteen variables: multiple 
partner fertility (fathers and mothers), perceptions of co-parenting (fathers and mothers),  
parenting stress, fathering perceptions, father involvement, paternal age, child gender, 
educational status, employment status, incarceration status, and household income. Parenting 
stress, fathering perceptions, and father involvement are latent constructs and the remainder 
of the variables are observed. 
 Father involvement, parenting stress and co-parental relationship were measured at 
Time 2. Fathering perceptions, MPF and all demographic and socioeconomic variables were 
measured at Time 1. Alpha coefficients were obtained for scales with multiple items and 
computed using the sample from this study. Items were reverse coded when necessary so that 
higher scores indicate an increase in the given attribute. For example, a 4-point Likert scale 
with response options of 1= strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = disagree, and 4 = strongly 
disagree; was reverse coded (strongly disagree to strongly agree) to maintain item and 
response option consistency.   
 Demographics. The focal child’s gender was measured with a dummy variable where 
the variable equals 1 if the focal child is a male and 0 otherwise. The new father’s 
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educational status was a four item response option ranging from 1 = less than high school to 
4 = college degree or higher. The new father’s employment status is coded as a dummy 
variable used to assess the new father’s employment status at the birth of his child. New 
fathers were asked, “Last week did you work regular work for pay,” indicating 1 if employed 
and 0 otherwise. The new father’s incarceration status at the time of his child’s birth was 
measured with a dummy variable indicating 1 if the father was in jail at the time of the birth 
and 0 otherwise. Household income was recoded into $10,000 increments ranging from $0 to 
$129,999. Similarly, new father’s age was assessed in years ranging from 15 to 53 years old.  
 Father involvement. Father involvement is a second order latent construct measured 
by three latent constructs and a single indicator. All father involvement variables were 
standardized to reduce the variance among the indicators in turn creating a more 
parsimonious model. Paternal engagement includes two identical latent constructs (self-
reports by new fathers and mothers). The variable consists of an eight item scale derived 
from the Early Head Start Parent Interview (1998). New fathers and mothers were asked how 
many days per week the new father played games, sung songs, read stories, told stories to 
child, played inside, took the child to visit relatives, hugged or showed physical affection to 
the child, and put the child in bed. Each response ranged from 0 to 7 days a week.  
 Responsibility is a four-item scale consisting of new fathers and new mother’s 
response indicators. New fathers were asked, “Did you talk to your child’s doctor regarding 
how the child is doing in the past year?” and “During the past year, did you talk to child care 
provider about how child is doing?” These items were measured with dummy variables 
where the variable equals 1 if yes and 0 otherwise. Mothers were asked, “How often does the 
father look after (child) when you need to do things,” and “How often does he take (child) 
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places (he/she) needs to go such as daycare or the doctor?” Mothers responded on an ordinal 
scale with responses ranging from 1=often to 4=never. Mothers’ response items were reverse 
coded and dichotomized where 1 equals an affirmative response (often, sometimes, and 
rarely) and 0 is otherwise. The Cronbach alpha reliability estimate for responsibility was .67 
(the computed alpha score for this study includes the removal of the second father’s response 
indicator). Although the reliability of the scale may be somewhat questionable, the overall 
father involvement alpha has excellent internal consistency as previously mentioned.  
 Last, accessibility was measured by the new father’s answer to the question, “Did you 
see the child in the past 30 days?” This variable measures the frequency of the father’s 
contact with his child.  
Intergenerational fathering. Intergenerational fathering is measured retroactively 
with two distinct observed variables: biological fathering and social fathering. Biological 
fathering consists of a dummy variable used to assess the new father’s relationships with his 
biological father. New fathers were asked, “How involved in raising you was your biological 
father?” indicating 1 if the father was involved and 0 otherwise. Similarly, social fathering is 
a dichotomous measure used to assess whether or not a new father had a man that was like a 
father/father-figure in his life. New fathers were asked, “Was there another man that was like 
a father to you when growing up,” indicating 1 if there was a social father present and 0 
otherwise. 
 Multiple partner fertility. New fathers and mothers’ MPF was measured by a 
dichotomous variable used to identify if the parent had additional biological children with 
another partner. New fathers and mothers were asked “Do you have other biological 
children.” A dummy variable was used indicating 1 if the parent has other biological children 
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and 0 otherwise. 
 Co-parental relationship. Fathers and mothers perceptions of co-parenting measured 
with a single ordinal variable. Fathers and mothers were asked to assess the current state of 
their co-parental relationship using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5 with 1 = poor, 2 
= fair, 3 = good, 4 = very good, and 5 = excellent.  
 Fathering perceptions. Fathering perceptions is a dichotomous measure used to 
assess new fathers perceptions of fathering. New fathers were asked to respond to the 
following questions: “Being a father is one of the most fulfilling experiences for a man”; “I 
want people to know that I have a new child”; and “not being a part of my child’s life would 
be one of the worst things.” In the initial coding new fathers responded on a 4-point Likert 
scale with 1= strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = disagree, and 4 = strongly disagree. Due to the 
lack of variability, response items were dichotomized with 1 being strongly agreed and 0 
being other. 
 Parenting stress. The items measuring parenting stress (aggravation in parenting) 
were derived from the Child Development Supplement of the Panel Study of Income 
Dynamics (PSID). The scale measures the amount of parenting stress brought on by changes 
in employment, income or other factors in the parent’s life. It was developed for the JOBS 
(Job Opportunity and Basic Skills Training Program) child outcome survey and several items 
were drawn from the Parent Stress Inventory (Abidin, 1995). This four-item scale is based on 
the following statements in the survey: “Being a parent is harder than I thought”; “I feel 
trapped by personal responsibilities”; “Taking care of children is more work than pleasure”; 
and “I often feel tired and worn out from raising a family.” Participants responded on a 4-
point Likert scale with 1= strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = disagree, and 4 = strongly disagree. 
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These items were reverse coded. Justifications for the inclusion of this scale are discussed in 
the limitations section.  
Data Analysis  
 Descriptive statistics were computed for this analysis using SAS, version 9.2 
statistical software. Structural equation modeling (SEM) analysis were conducted using 
MPLUS, version 6.0 (Muthén & Muthén, 2010). SEM analysis was conducted according to a 
two-step approach (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). First, an initial measurement model with all 
variables intercorrelated, was specified and tested with a CFA to examine the construct 
validity of the model. Secondly, the structural relationship between exogenous and 
endogenous variables was examined in a general SEM (structural model). In addition, a 
moderation analysis was conducted to examine the effect of father’s and mother’s MPF and 
perceptions of co-parenting on parenting stress and father’s perceptions of fathering.  
 SEM has numerous advantages over traditional analytical techniques. First, SEM 
allows researchers to use observed variables to construct unobserved (latent) constructs, 
which have the strength of correcting for measurement error and thus creating a "true score" 
of a construct. Second, general SEM can accommodate a combination of latent and observed 
variables, which can serve as independent, control, or dependent variables (Bowen & Guo, 
2011). Last, SEM can simultaneously calculate parameter estimates for multiple variables in 
a model that have unidirectional, cross-lagged, or bidirectional paths. Thus, transactional 
relationships can be investigated more clearly through SEM than through other analytic 
techniques, which model only unidirectional relationships and models with one dependent 
variable. In the presence of missing data, parameter estimates and model tests can be 
estimated using full information maximum likelihood (FIML) methods as implemented in 
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Mplus version 6.0.  
 In conducting an SEM it is important to include variables and path that reflect 
theoretically meaningful relationships. A variety of global fit indices will be used. These 
include the traditional overall chi square test of model fit (which should be statistically non-
significant; Bollen, 1989; Kline, 2005); the root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA, which should be .06 or lower) with a 90% confidence interval between .05 and .1 
(Kline, 2005); the weighted root mean residual (WRMR, which should be less than 0.9) (B. 
Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2010); and Tucker-Lewis index (TLI; Tucker & Lewis, 1973) and 
Comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1990) values of .90 or greater (Hu & Bentler, 1995) . In 
addition to the global fit indices, other output will be examined for sources of poor fit. The 
standardized residual covariance matrix will be examined (a standardized residual covariance 
percentage can be calculated by counting the number of residuals greater than 2.58); 
modification indices; parameter estimates for the unstandardized factor loadings and their 
critical ratios (the desired CR of 2 or higher, which indicates significance at the p < .05 
level.); the standardized factor loadings, and squared multiple correlation of the endogenous 
latent variables.  
Results 
Measurement Model 
 The measurement model for the three latent variables father involvement, parenting 
stress, and fathering perceptions was estimated as part of the larger SEM. All residual 
variances were assumed to be uncorrelated. The model’s chi square was 504.989 with df = 
342, p = .000. RMSEA was .028 (90% confidence intervals are currently not available in 
Mplus version 6.0 using the WLSMV estimator); TLI was .888; CFI was .898, and WRMR 
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was .925. The model was found to have poor fit. Inspection of model diagnostics revealed 
that the source of ill fit was the nonsignificant loading of the second father’s response item 
for paternal responsibility. In addition, the standardized regression weights for this item 
yielded results of less than .40; therefore, the item was removed. In addition, the correlations 
between the three latent variables were found not to be significant, and therefore, were 
removed.  
 The revised model (Model 2) was re-fit to the data and the model yielded an adequate 
fit. The model chi square is 435.542 with df = 320, p = .000. RMSEA was .025, and WRMR 
was .970 which is close to approximate fit. Other fit indices (TLI = .919 and CFI = .926) also 
indicate that the model is acceptable. In addition, more focused fit tests (e.g., examination of 
modification indices, standardized residuals) all suggested adequate model fit. Fit indices for 
Models 1 and 2 are depicted in Table 3.3. The table shows that Model 2 was found to be a 
superior model on all model fit criteria and was therefore used as the baseline model for the 
general SEM.  
Table 3.3 
Model Comparison (Comparison of fit indices for each model) 
Model  χ2  DF p-Value RMSEA (CI) CFI TLI WRMR 
Model 1 504.989 342 0.000 0.028 -- 0.898 0.888 0.925 
Model 2 435.542 320 0.000 0.025 -- 0.926 0.919 0.970 
Note: Mplus version 6.0 does not currently provide confidence intervals for RMSEA with the 
WLSMV estimator. 
Structural Model 
 The final SEM model (Model 3), shown in Figure 3.2, with 607 degrees of freedom, 
produced a chi square of 888.637 (p =. 000), a root mean square approximation (RMSEA) of 
.028, a CFI of .87, a TLI of .86, and a WRMR of .99, the combined fit indices indicate a poor 
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fit of the model to the data (Thompson, 2004). Due to the poor fit, the author rejects the null 
hypothesis that the model fits the data well.  
General SEM of Predictors of Nonresidential African American Father Involvement 
 
Figure 3.2. General structural equation model examining the relationship between multiple 
partner fertility, coparental relationship, parenting stress, fathering perceptions and 
demographic characteristics on father involvement. Note. Chi-square = 888.637 with df = 
607 (p < .001), CFI = .87, TLI =. 86, and WRMR = .99 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 
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Discussion 
 This paper has examined co-parenting perceptions, MPF and demographic 
characteristics surrounding father involvement for nonresidential African American fathers. 
The underlying theoretical assumption in the current study was that nonresidential fathering 
is uniquely sensitive to contemporary factors such as MPF and co-parenting. These factors 
have implications for the father child relationship and can improve the level and quality of 
father involvement when negotiated correctly. Based upon past research several indicators 
are said to predict father involvement. Through the use of CFA, three latent variables and one 
single indicator were found to explain their hypothesized constructs.  
 The structural model (Figure 3.2) incorporated direct effects of demographic and 
socioeconomic characteristics to serve as controls, providing a basis for hypothesizing 
relationships among these variables. However, the overall structural model did not fit the 
data well. The following will discuss the implications of a poor fitting model in relation to 
fatherhood theory, past research and statistical issues.  
 A responsible fathering framework (Doherty et al., 1998) was used to examine 
nonresidential African American Father Involvement as it relates to MPF and co-parenting. 
To the authors knowledge this model had not been previously tested with a nonresidential 
population, although Doherty and colleagues note that the model is unique because it can be 
used with both married and unmarried populations. Previous father involvement models were 
based upon married two-parent households. The inclusion of unmarried populations is 
important in light of the high rates of MPF among unmarried couples and nonresidential 
fathers. The hypotheses and overall model were theoretically sound, but due to data 
constraints (i.e., how the father involvement construct was measured, same-source bias, and 
 105 
missing predictors) the overall model resulted in a poor fit.  
 One possible explanation of the poor fit of this model is the way in which father 
involvement was measured. The data set in this study uses the Lamb, Pleck, Charnov and 
Levine’s (1985, 1987) model of paternal involvement which measures father involvement 
using the domains of engagement, accessibility, and responsibility. Although the Lamb and 
colleagues’ (1985, 1987) measures are still widely used, there are a number of factors that 
fail to address paternal involvement among nonresidential fathers. For example, father 
engagement was measured as time spent in direct interaction with the child. This measure of 
engagement does not account for the quality of the activity or the diverse aspects of 
fathering. Fathers who live in the home with their children may have higher levels of 
accessibility than fathers residing outside of the home. Some nonresidential fathers may be 
very involved with their children and actively engaged in their lives even if they cannot 
physically visit their children. The prevalent view of nonresidential African American fathers 
as uninvolved and detached has played an important role in discussions about poverty, family 
structure and race (Tach, Mincy, & Edin, 2010). Researchers have found, however, that 
nonresidential African American fathers have the highest levels of father involvement across 
race (Cabrera, Ryan, Mitchell, Shannon, & Tamis-LeMonda, 2008; Danziger & Radin, 1990; 
King, Harris, & Heard, 2004). In particular nonresidential African American fathers have 
been found to have more contact with their children as compared to other races (King, 1994; 
Mott, 1990), In addition, nonresidential African American fathers are engaged in activities 
that provide social capital, such as attending religious services and working on school 
projects (King et al., 2004). There are, nonetheless, barriers to fathers visiting their children 
daily which may include incarceration, custody arrangements, deployment and father’s living 
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in another state. The same barriers may influence responses to the responsibility questions 
about providing childcare and speaking with the child’s doctor Therefore, the measure of 
accessibility used in this study (e.g., did you see the child in the past 30 days?) may serve as 
a poor measure of nonresidential father involvement.  
Tamis-LeMonda and Cabrera (1999) suggested that responsible parenting goes 
beyond direct interaction with the child. This element tends to be overlooked in surveys and 
fathers not residing in the home with their children are often viewed as uninvolved by 
measures created for residential fathers. In order to test the effects of MPF and co-parenting 
on father involvement, more adequate fathering measures are needed.  
 Men and women who have children with multiple partners have reduced chances of 
marriage (Guzzo & Furstenberg, 2007; Upchurch et al., 2001), and MPF may serve as a 
source of tension following the birth of a new child (Carlson & Fustenberg, 2006). These 
issues lead to African American males with multiple children being viewed as less desirable; 
while African American mothers are less likely to marry, and more likely to experience 
poverty as compared to Caucasian mothers (Page & Stevens, 2005). African Americans are 
more likely than Caucasians to live in a household with extended family. These family 
members may provide additional social support which is sometimes critical to the well-being 
of the family unit (Cabrera et al., 2008; Hill, 1972). The consideration of extended family 
and other individuals who are integral to the family formation such as the mother’s new 
partner, may impact nonresidential father involvement (Cabrera et al., 2008). The exclusion 
of these significant individuals in the child’s life may be another plausible explanation of 
poor fit. Although nonresidential fathers are not physically present in the home, extended 
family (e.g., grandparents, other relatives, or cohabitating partners) may assist in caring for 
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the children on the father’s behalf (Hill, 1972). Some scholars have not considered this 
extended view of family in the African American community to be a strength (Billingsley, 
1992; Perry, 2009; Roy & Burton, 2007; Taylor, 2002). African American families across 
generations have, nonetheless, embraced extended networks to support and strengthen the 
nuclear family unit. Extended families serve as a means of social support for African 
American families and may influence positive outcomes for children.  
On the other hand, scholars have posited that if the mother becomes romantically 
involved with another person, nonresidential father involvement with their child is negatively 
impacted (Tach et al., 2010). Tach and colleagues (2010) found that nonresidential father 
involvement declined significantly after the mother transitioned into a new romantic 
relationship or a new parenting role. Little is known regarding the impact of a nonresidential 
father’s new romantic relationship on the father-child bond.  
 From a statistical standpoint there are a number of possible reasons for a poor fitting 
model. First, there could have been same-source bias resulting in high correlation estimates. 
For example, a mother’s negative view of the coparental relationship affects her response to 
questions about the father’s engagement with the child. Although this was theoretically 
sound, father engagement was not the focus of this paper; it served as a predictor of the 
father-child relationship. Second, there could have been additional latent variables, 
regression and covariance terms that the model omitted because adequate measures (e.g., 
father involvement factors such as warmth and control, discipline, and the quality of the 
relationship) were not available in the data. Finally, the secondary goal of this paper was not 
to fully capture all predictors of father involvement, but to test the moderation on parenting 
stress and fathering perceptions of MPF and co-parenting.  
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Limitations 
The proposed study has several limitations. The first limitation is the definition of 
nonresidential. The Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing study used different measures at 
baseline through Wave 5 to establish the father’s residential status with the focal child. At the 
baseline fathers were asked, “Are you and your baby’s mother living together now,” whereas 
in subsequent waves respondents were asked, “How much of the time does the child live with 
you?” For the purposes of this study baseline residential status was used to determine the 
sample, with the understanding that unmarried fathers have been found to be transient in their 
residential status and may change their residence throughout the course of their child’s life.  
The second limitation is the use of a dichotomized measure for fathering perceptions 
and the lack of variability. Although new fathers originally responded to their perceptions of 
fathering on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Most 
new fathers (70% or higher) strongly agreed that being a father was one of the most fulfilling 
experiences for a man, that they wanted people to know that they had a new child, and that 
they felt that not being a part of their child’s life would be one of the worst things. With the 
majority of the sample strongly agreeing on positive fathering perceptions the variable was 
dichotomized to differentiate those fathers that strongly agreed regarding fathering 
perceptions from others. 
A third limitation is the conceptualization of father involvement as it relates to this 
study. Changing family structures and parental roles have led to the erosion of traditional 
fathering, which is defined as the physically present father who serves as the unique family 
breadwinner (Doherty et al., 1998). With increased rates of MPF, divorce, and nonmarital 
births, many fathers have taken on roles that were once thought to be exclusive to the mother. 
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Although the Doherty and colleagues responsible fathering framework accounts for many 
contemporary aspects of father involvement the data did not provide such measures.  
 A final limitation of the study is the use of self-report and mother-report measures. 
When asked sensitive questions regarding the engagement and responsibility of 
nonresidential fathering; researchers must account for some level of bias resulting from 
social desirability of the respondents. In addition, although the use of additional data sources 
(e.g., mother’s report) can strengthen the overall findings, mother-reports of father 
involvement have also been found to vary largely from that of the father, with father’s 
routinely reporting higher levels. This may be compounded by the father’s non-marital and 
nonresidential statuses, which is consistent with research that establishes mothers as 
gatekeepers with the ability to facilitate or hinder father involvement (Pasley & Braver, 
2004).  
Conclusion and Implications  
 This study found that fathers and mothers’ perceptions of co-parenting have a 
significant impact on nonresidential African American father involvement. The ability to 
manage a co-parental relationship depends largely upon ones’ personal upbringing and 
perceptions of parenting. It also depends on the extent to which the parents have access to 
resources that facilitate the co-parenting experience. Research on nonresidential African 
American fathers must take into account the barriers that institutionalized discrimination may 
present. These barriers include a confluence of factors from lack of access to continued 
education and employment opportunities to parenting from two separate households. The 
current findings signify the need for continued examination of co-parenting in diverse family 
structures and the subsequent impact on children.  
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 From a practice perspective, interventions are needed for nonresidential African 
American fathers that seek to work closely with families to improve communication and 
family dynamics to reach the best outcome for the child (especially for divorced, separated, 
never married and incarcerated fathers). Such interventions provide curricula that are 
culturally relevant for diverse family structures. They include: (a) the Dads for Life (DFL) 
program, which targets recently divorced noncustodial fathers to improve the father-child 
relationship, reduce the effects of divorce on children, and reduce co-parental conflict 
(Cookston, Braver, Griffin, De Lusé, & Miles, 2007); (b) the Strong Couples–Strong 
Children program, an intervention to strengthen parenting and co-parenting relationships 
among low-income, unmarried, expectant and new parents (Jones, Charles, & Benson, in 
press); and (c) Building Bridges to Fatherhood, an intervention focused on nonresidential 
African American fathers that includes a module for currently or formerly incarcerated 
fathers entitled Fathering from the Inside, which focuses on maintaining relationships with 
their children (Julion, Breitenstein, & Waddell, 2012). Interventions should also include 
information on parenting in blended-families in cases of MPF.  
 In addition, practitioners should provide services that support educational and 
economic opportunities to allow fathers to improve their socioeconomic standing and 
encourage personal and economic involvement of fathers with their children. In some cases 
socioeconomic and demographic factors were found to hinder the co-parental relationship for 
nonresident fathers.  
From a policy perspective, fatherhood policy should maintain collaborative efforts 
with educational institutions and job training programs to ensure that nonresident fathers are 
able to meet their financial obligations. Child support laws must take into consideration the 
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changing structure of families and the high rates of incarceration of African American men. 
The criminal justice system should implement fathering programs for minimal security 
fathers that allow these men to interact regularly with their children in a controlled setting. In 
addition, incarcerated fathers would benefit from parenting skills and assistance in 
reintegration into the family unit.  
 From a research perspective studies must continue to examine the impact of MPF and 
nonresidential co-parenting on father involvement among African American men. It is 
important that researchers view nonresidential fathering as a unique family structure with 
both benefits and challenges. Father involvement should be defined as a multidimensional 
construct with diverse forms of involvement such as a father providing affective, cognitive, 
spiritual, ethical, financial, emotional, physical, and psychological support to his child 
(Hawkins & Palkovitz, 1999). Finally research on nonresidential fathers should incorporate 
data from multiple sources in order to have a complete understanding of the myriad factors 
that impact the father-child bond.  
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